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The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of teacher-guided direct revision instruction and small-
group peer generated revision on the quality of eighth 
grade students ' persuasive essays. Teacher directed 
revision instruction was direct instruction by the teacher 
in the use of additions, deletions, substitutions and 
rearrangements and in the use of the compare, diagnose, 
operate (CDO) procedure. Small-group peer generated 
revision included researcher organized small-group 
cooperative learning activities during which peers read, 
responded to, and made suggestions for changes to improve 
essay drafts. Control group subjects were given 
instruction in persuasive writing, were asked to respond 
to the persuasive writing prompt, and were told to revise 
their essays. 
This study was a pretest, posttest, control group 
design utilizing six, intact, average reading/language 
arts class groups, 134 subjects, from grade eight. The 
pretest was the students' first draft, and the posttest 
was a final draft. 
The six classes participating in the study included 
two classes in each of three different schools with the 
research and control group schools being randomly 
assigned. The duration of the treatment was for six 
consecutive class periods. As a final activity, all 
students were given 30 minutes to write a final draft. 
The results of the study indicated that the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Small-Group students were rated 
significantly higher for quality (£<.05) than were the 
students in the Control Group (only directions to revise). 
All groups utilized a variety of revision levels, but 
results indicated significant correlations between quality 
and surface level revisions (£<.001), between quality and 
lexical level revisions (p<.01), and between quality and 
sentence level revisions (£<.01). 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Writing is an integral part of instruction in most 
formal educational settings, and it is also important for 
purposes of communication in general. Writing is 
important because it may be utilized not only in academic 
and social activities but also in people's personal and 
work lives. The National Assessment of Educational 
Progress (1987) highlights writing occurrences in people's 
lives with these statements: 
People write to accomplish many different purposes, 
such as straightening out a billing error by letter, 
explaining a personal viewpoint on an issue in a 
speech, or expressing an artistic impulse in a story 
or poem. The ability to explain ideas or document 
events in writing can also help in a variety of job 
situations. Letters, reports, inventories, and a 
wide range of recordkeeping systems are integral to 
many businesses. (p. 9) 
In more global terms, writing is universally important as 
stated by Freedman, Dyson, Flower, and Chafe (1987). 
Written language allows us to come to know and 
understand our human nature, to chronicle our history 
and culture, to learn in all disciplines. (p. 1) 
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Although there has been renewed interest in writing 
research, and some improvement has been reported by NAEP, 
(1986) in the results of a national sample, writing 
continues to be identified as an educational issue in need 
of attention. The concern with the quality of writing 
produced by students in public schools has been clearly 
voiced. 
A December, 1975 Newsweek article titled "Why Johnny 
Can't Write", indicated that there was an inexcusable lack 
of writing skill being demonstrated at all levels of the 
American educational system. Since that time, there have 
been many efforts made toward understanding and improving 
students' ability to write. Although such efforts have 
been made, writing continues to be identified as an area 
that needs attention and improvement. According to the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress report, 
writing performance had improved since the first 
assessment in 1973, but it was still not at an acceptable 
level (NAEP, 1977). A more recent report from the 
National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP, 1986) 
summarizes the trends from 1974 to 1984 as follows: 
American students are writing no better in 1984 than 
they were ten years earlier. Performance of these 9, 
13- and 17-year old students is distressingly poor . 
(p.3) 
Some good and encouraging findings are also reported by 
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the 1986 NAEP report. It indicates that since 1979, the 
trends in students' writing performance are toward 
improvement and that writing instruction is receiving 
increased time allocations in classrooms. 
In January, 1990, the results of the 1988 NAEP study 
were released. The results indicate additional concern 
about writing performance, stating that it appears to be 
essentially the same as it was in 1974 (Applebee, Langer, 
Mullis, & Jenkins, 1990). Additionally, the latest NAEP 
study (Applebee et al., 1990) reports " .•. between 1984 and 
1988, eighth-grade students showed more declines than 
gains, reducing performance gains to approximately the 
1974 and 1979 levels" (p.6). Writing is a skill that 
involves a variety of steps and seems to develop through a 
series of complex recursive processes (Flower & Hayes, 
1980). 
Writing is a skill that involves an integrated, 
recursive process (Planning, Translating, Reviewing). 
Improving student writing is important to improving 
student literacy. Revision is one of the steps in writing 
that may, with appropriate instruction and use, help to 
improve the quality of students' writing. 
Writing instruction seems to be critical to writing 
improvement. Process writing instruction focuses on 
activities such as prewriting, drafting, revising and 
editing in a recursive format rather than by simple linear 
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procedures (Flower & Hayes, 1980). 
Improvement in the quality of writing has focused on 
each of these process steps. One step, revision, has 
received attention as an element in the writing process 
that may offer possibilities for improving writing quality 
(Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
In order to address the continuing concern with 
students' writing performance, attention needs to be 
directed toward writing instruction in the classroom. The 
ability to revise one's own writing is important because 
rewriting skills are at times considered critical to good 
writing and how one revises may allow an understanding of 
the plans a writer has for good writing (NAEP, 1977). 
Revision instruction may be one of the ways to help 
improve writing, but revision is a problem for teachers of 
writing. It may be an even greater problem for the 
teachers of inexperienced writers at the middle school age 
level. Dudley (1989) reports that "Revision is the most 
difficult part of the writing process .••• " (p. 31). It 
is a problem because except for limited evidence to the 
contrary, many students do not revise, expecially younger 
students and less competent writers (Graves & Murray, 
1980; Scardamalia, 1981). Faigley and Witte (1981) 
suggest that revision may be an issue of student 
developmental tendencies with older students producing 
more substantive revisions. Apparently revision does not 
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occur for s e ve r a l r e asons: (1) Writers do not know how to 
make the appropriate changes. (2) Writers do not 
recognize problems (intended ideas versus actual text). 
(3) Writers have di f ficulty actually making the changes 
operational and appropriate to a particular audience 
(Flower, et al., 1986; Scardamalia & Berieter, 1983; 
Scardamalia, Be reite r, Gartshore & Cattani, 1980; Sommers, 
1980; Sun, 1989). 
Empirical stud i es suggest the generally regarded 
importance of r e vi s ion in the writing process (Faigley & 
Witte, 1981; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). It is 
important becaus e it may affect the knowledge students 
bring to the writing event, thus promoting learning in 
general and becaus e it can possibly improve writing 
quality (Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987). Research suggests that revision seems to 
improve quality in compositions for high school age or 
older writers and for more experienced writers (Ash, 1983; 
Bracewell, Scardama lia & Bereiter, 1978; Bridwell, 1980). 
Although limite d, some evidence does seem to indicate that 
for some (younge r s tudents and less competent college 
students) r e vision e ither has no effect or at times a 
negative effect on the quality of writing (Bracewell, 
Scardamalia & Be r e iter, 1978; Perl, 1979). Interestingly, 
some intervention s tudies with younger students report 
increased revision activity (Calkins, 1980; Graves, 1975), 
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writing efforts producing higher level revisions 
(Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983, 1986), and improved text 
and revision quality by children (Cohen & Scardamalia, 
1983). 
One of the steps in the recursive process of writing 
is revision. Revision has not always received special 
attention concerning its operational definition or its 
place in helping to improve writing. One of the 
perplexing problems with revision studies seems to be a 
definition for revision. Fitzgerald and Markham (1987), 
investigating the effects of revision instruction on sixth 
graders, used an all inclusive definition. Their 
definition of revision was" Revision means making any 
changes at any point in the writing process" {p.4). Other 
definitions have not been as inclusive or as clear. Early 
views of revision focused on sentence level improvements 
or what is now included in editing or error correction 
(Fitzgerald et al., 1987). More recently there has been a 
renewed interest in revision and factors related to 
revision as potentially important elements in the writing 
process (Gordon, 1990; Shrofel, 1991). There continues to 
be this special interest because, if utilized properly, 
revision might possibly lead to improved writing. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
6 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays. It also examined the quantity 
and types of revisions made in students' essays. 
Rationale 
The study of writing continues to be an active 
research area within the study of English. Developmental 
changes have occurred over a number of years. One 
important effort that seemed to generate change was the 
work of Braddock, Lloyd-Jones and Scheer (1963). Their 
review of the research on composition reported that most 
studies reviewed did not control for important variables 
and that many of the studies were exercises in error 
counts or were comparative studies. They also posed the 
very important question "What is involved in the act of 
writing?" {p.53). 
Much has happened in the more than two and one-half 
decades since then. Hillocks (1986) summarizes resulting 
research efforts by groups including many small-sample, 
think aloud studies of in-process composition, in-class 
observation of children actually writing, and sometimes 
larger group experiments to study the composing process. 
The most visible of the changes has been the 
influence of the theory that writing is a process and more 
specifically a recursive process rather than a linear 
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process (Emig, 1971; Flower & Hayes, 1980; Sommers, 1978; 
Sommers, 1980). Adding to the research on writing in 
general and on revision specifically, studies suggest that 
revision or revising in writing is different for various 
groups of writers (Beach, 1976; Bridwell, 1980; Faigley & 
Witte, 1981; Murray, 1978; Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980). 
Not surprisingly, many factors are reported as having 
a strong influence on revision. There is much evidence of 
limited substantive revision by many secondary and college 
students (NAEP, 1977; Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980). 
Bridwell (1980) reported twelfth-graders' revision tended 
to be concentrated in minor editorial changes (surface, 
word, lexical level changes), although substantive 
revision (clause, sentence, multiple-sentence level 
changes) occurred between drafting. Of additional 
importance is the possibility that writing quality does 
not necessarily improve with substantive revision, and as 
Perl (1979) suggests, it may even deteriorate. 
Revision and revision research continue to be vital 
to the writing process. Research suggests that given the 
proper circumstances, revision may have a positive 
influence on the quality of final written products (Ash, 
1983; Bamberg, 1978; Bracewell, Scardamalia, & Bereiter, 
1978; Bridwell, 1980). Although much more research is 
appearing concerning revision, additions to the body of 
research focusing on this important step in the writing 
8 
process seem appropriate and necessary. 
There are many studies that address the writing 
process in general and include limited information about 
the subprocess identified as revision. There are 
relatively few that focus only on revision and even fewer 
that focus on the relationship of revision instruction or 
intervention on the quality of the final written product 
(Fitzgerald, 1987; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
The present study examines the effects of direct 
teacher instruction in revision, and small-group peer 
generated revision activities on the quality of students' 
final persuasive essays. 
Related Literature 
Revision is one of the elements in the writing 
process that may hold promise for helping to improve the 
quality of student writing. Although research findings 
suggest that revision is a recursive and problem-solving 
process, how the revision process is related to the 
quality of writing remains as an essentially unexplored 
area (Fitzgerald, 1987; Hillocks, 1986). Revision 
instruction activities may affect student revision. 
In an attempt to determine the effect revision may 
have on the quality of students' persuasive writing, this 
study also utilizes two instructional components, direct 
instruction and cooperative learning (peer-response 
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groups). Intervention studies suggest that for older and 
more experienced writers, revisions seem to improve the 
quality of writing (Bracewell, Scardamalia & Bereiter, 
1978; Bridwell, 1980). Some research indicates improved 
quality of second drafts after revision instruction (Cohen 
& Scardamalia, 1983; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
Certain writing research indicates that cooperative 
learning activities promote students' awareness of 
audience, purpose and goals in their writing (Dahl, 1988; 
Elbow, 1981; Macrorie, 1980; Rackham, 1984). One recent 
study of 24 fourth grade students in a two part study of 
peer conference activity reported that 64% of the 
interactions addressed revision (38%) or written draft 
information (26%) (Dahl, 1988). Interestingly, 46% of the 
suggested revisions made during the peer conferences 
resulted in actual revisions, and the revisions included 
title changes, deletions, and additions to clarify or 
describe (Dahl, 1988). Dudley (1989) reporting on seventh 
and eighth graders in a writers' workshop with peer 
response groups, writes "I note the extensive revision 
processes, the more organized and insightful thinking, the 
fuller exposition of ideas ••• " (p.32). Cooperative 
learning emphasizes a cognitive approach to learning in 
which students discover and help direct their own learning 
(Johnson & Johnson, 1975; Slavin, 1980). A form of 
cooperative learning, small group peer-instruction (peer 
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response groups) may be very effective with adolescents 
(Atwell, 1987). 
The term "direct instruction" has been used to 
describe a fairly common pattern of teaching in which a 
teacher explains a new concept to the students in the 
large group, has them practice under teacher direction and 
encourages continued practice individually at the 
students' seats (Joyce & Weil, 1986). It is characterized 
by strong teacher direction and control of the learning 
tasks with academic focus having priority. Some studies 
indicate that strong academic focus may result in higher 
"on task" behaviors and, as a result, higher academic 
achievement (Fisher, et al., 1980; Rosenshine, 1985). 
Statement of the Problem 
One of the concerns in education today is the quality 
of students' writing. Given the possible emphases in 
writing instruction, one potential solution to the problem 
is an emphasis on instruction in revision. Researchers 
consider revision to be an important part of the writing 
process. However, research results are mixed as to what 
causes writers to revise, what activates the connection 
between intended and actual text, or what, if any, 
instruction in revision affects the quality of writing. 
This study will attempt to build on previous studies to 
examine the effects of direct revision instruction and 
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small-group peer generated revision instruction on eighth 
graders' persuasive essays. 
Significance 
Literacy, the ability to read and write, continues to 
be an issue at the national, state and local level. 
Students' ability to write seems to get special attention. 
In early January, 1990 the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) released the results of the 
1988 national study of the writing proficiency of 9-, 13-
and 17-year-olds. The summary of major findings reports 
"Levels of writing performance in 1988 appeared to be 
substantially the same as in 1974. Many students 
continued to perform at minimal levels .•• " (p.6). This 
prompted a statement of national concern from the 
Education Secretary Lauro Cavazos. The Washington Post 
reported Cavazos as characterizing students' reading and 
writing skills as remaining "virtually unchanged" and 
"dreadfully inadequate" (Cooper, 1990). This problem 
continues to be a national, state and local concern. 
Not unlike some other states, Maryland has a 
functional writing assessment required as part of 
graduation criteria for students. Early assessments for 
students in elementary schools, improved instruction in 
the writing process and improved student pass rates 
beginning at grade nine are concerns from the state level. 
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In response to these requirements, local county 
systems continue to promote a major initiative on writing 
improvement. The local and school levels are where the 
actual writing instruction occurs and where improvement 
will be generated. The local level incorporates all of 
the national and state concerns plus the most crucial 
concern which deals with the everyday writing instruction 
process in the classroom. What are the most effective 
procedures to use in teaching writing and specifically the 
subprocess of revision? 
Revision is generally viewed as a critical and 
important element in the writing process (Fitzgerald, 
1987; Flower & Hayes, 1980; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1986). 
This study will investigate the effects of revision 
instruction interventions on the quality of eighth grade 
students' persuasive essays. It will add to previous 
revision intervention research, and the results may 
provide data from which an improved revision instruction 
model may be developed. 
Research Questions 
Direct Revision Instruction 
1. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive 
essays when compared to small-group peer generated 
· · ·nstruction and regular revision instruction? 
rev1s1on 1 · 
13 
2. What are the effec t s of direct r e vision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to small - group 
peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
3. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to small-group 
peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
Small-Group Peer Generated Revision Instruction 
4. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and regular revision instruction? 
5. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quantity of 
revisions made in eighth graders' persuasive essays wh e n 
compared to direct revision instruction and regular 
revision instruction? 
6. What are the effects of small-group peer 
gene rated revision instruction on the type s o f r e visions 
made in eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to 
direct revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
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Regular Revision Instruction 
7. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive 
essays when compared to direct revision instruction and 
small-group peer generated revision instruction? 
B. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and small-group peer generated 
revision instruction? 
9. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and small-group peer generated 
revision instruction? 
Relationships Between Levels of Revision, 
Stages of Revision and Rated Quality 
10. What are the relationships between levels of 
revision and the rated quality (holistic score) of the 
essays? 
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11. Are there initial group differences in writing 
quality among the direct revision instruction, the small-
group peer generated revision instruction, and the regular 
revision instruction groups? 
Definitions 
Direct revision instruction - direct instruction by the 
teacher in the use of addition, deletion, substitutions 
and rearrangement revision and the compare, diagnose, 
operate (CDO) procedure (Joyce & Weil, 1986; Fitzgerald & 
Markham, 1987; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1983). 
Small-group peer generated revision - text changes 
generated in cooperative learning peer response groups 
(Operational definition by the researcher). 
Regular revision instruction - school district writing 
instruction and directions to make any and all changes 
necessary to improve the writing draft (Operational 
definition by the researcher). 
Revision - any change made on subjects' papers after 
completing the writing of a first draft (Operationally 
adapted from Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
Quality of writing - a characteristic that was assessed 
utilizing a holistic rating score for the quality of 
students' persuasive essays. 
Number and type of revisions - Characteristics that were 
assessed utilizing a Revision Classification Scheme 
(Bridwell, 1980). 
Persuasive essay - a composition that attempts to 
influence others to bring about some action or change 
(NAEP, 1987). 
Cooperative learning - instructional methods in which 
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students work on learning activities in small groups and 
receive rewards or recognition based on their group's 
performance (Slavin, 1980). 
Holistic scoring - a means of rank ordering students by 
writing ability according to the criteria established in a 
scoring guide (Cooper, 1977). 
Limitations 
There are several limitations in the present study. 
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They involve subjects, methodology and generalizability. 
1. Subjects were not randomly assigned to treatment 
groups due to the use of intact classes. 
2. Since access to the public school system was 
limited, this was a short-term study. 
3. Revision is but one stage in the writing process 
and, as such, other elements may affect the final quality 
of a student's writing. 
Summary 
In this chapter, I have presented an introduction 
which includes a presentation of the purpose of the study, 
the research questions, a rationale, related literature, 
the significance of the study, definitions, and 
limitations. 
In Chapter II, I will review the literature. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Overview 
The purpose of this study was to examine the 
effects of direct revision instruction and small-group 
peer generated revision instruction on the quality of 
eighth graders' persuasive essays. In this chapter, I 
identify and discuss the literature related to revision. 
I begin with an introduction to revision and include 
related composition research, research that is critical to 
this study, and revision instruction research with direct 
instruction and cooperative learning presented as methods 
of revision instruction. 
Writing is an integral part of instruction in most 
formal educational settings and it is also important for 
purposes of communication in general. Although there is 
renewed interest in the process of writing, the concern 
with the quality of writing from students in public 
schools has been clearly voiced. 
A December, 1975 Newsweek article titled "Why Johnny 
Can't write", indicates that there was an inexcusable lack 
of writing skill being demonstrated at all levels of the 
American educational system. Similarly, a January, 1990 
editorial in The Washington Post titled "Another Bad 
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Report Card" referring to the National Assessment of 
Educational Progress (NAEP) report emphasizes the 
unacceptably low reading and writing results. Writing 
performance continues to be a problem. Writing is a skill 
that involves a variety of steps. 
One of the steps in the process of writing is 
revision. Revision has not always received special 
attention concerning its operational definition or its 
place in helping to improve writing. More recently there 
has been a renewed interest in revision as an element in 
the writing process. There continues to be this special 
interest because, if utilized properly, revision may 
possibly lead to improved writing quality. 
Revision is one of the elements in the writing 
process that may hold promise for helping to improve the 
quality of student writing. Although research indicates 
the recursive and problem-solving nature of revision, how 
the revision process is related to the quality of writing 
remains as an essentially unexplored area (Fitzgerald, 
1987; Hillocks, 1986). 
Revision 
The teaching of writing is a major element of 
instruction in education today. Nestled in the very 
nature and fabric of writing composition is the process of 
revision. Continuing research on revision has left 
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many unanswered questions concerning the nature of and 
the appropriate instructional techniques to be 
utilized in the instruction of revision. Revision 
certainly seems to be a necessary consideration when 
addressing concerns for the instruction of writing. 
Much public attention has been given to student 
deficiencies in this area and the result has been 
renewed interest in the teaching of writing. Educators 
at all levels seem to have responded by attempting with 
renewed vigor to identify and solve the apparent 
complex problems associated with the teaching of 
composition. When attention is focused on the research 
to provide information that might be useful for 
instructional implications, a variety of studies seem 
to provide a variety of possible useful information. 
Addressing the Anglo-American Conference at 
Dartmouth College, Muller (1967), referring to 
composition, suggested that nothing was taught in 
English less effectively, amid more confusion and 
conflict of theory or hunch. According to Squire and 
Applebee (1968), the standard procedure in English 
classes of writing, correcting, returning and 
occasionally rewriting insured a rather fragmentary 
approach to the writing process. Murray (1978) 
notes a similar circumstance for revision in 
suggesting that it may be the least examined, 
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understood, researched and possibly least taught of the 
writing skills. Since that time a number of studies 
have sought to address those concerns and to provide 
information. 
Given the expressions of concern and dissatisfaction 
with composition instruction, teachers and researchers 
needed and continue to need to seek improved, more 
effective methods for providing informed composition 
instruction. Since these concerns were expressed, a 
number of studies have expressly sought to solve some of 
the problems. 
One of the purposes of this study was to examine the 
effects of revision on the quality of eighth grade 
students' writing. More specifically, the study examined 
the effects of teacher directed revision, small-group 
student generated revision, and traditional revision 
instruction on the quality of students' persuasive essays 
and on the quantity and type of students' revisions. 
Review of Composition Research Literature 
One area of composition research that continues 
to need attention seems to be the revision process. 
Although much work has been reported recently 
concerning composition in general and revision in 
particular, there is a variety of findings and 
conclusions. Not the least of these seems to be a 
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working definition of revision. Walkup (1982) 
describes revision as "those activities, including 
rewriting, that involve the writer's reconsideration of 
form and content" (p. 3). According to Murray (1978) 
the one writing skill that is least researched or 
understood is "rewriting". Calkins (1980), in a study 
of third grade writers, notes that "rewriting 
(drafting) does not necessarily involve revision 
(deliberate change)" (p. 333). Emig (1971) used 
"reformulation" to include editing and revision. 
According to Faigley and Witte (1981), revision was 
also seen as a tidying-up activity that included 
eliminating surface errors usually after a draft was 
completed. 
The linear theory of composing which includes the 
three-stage model of composing, one stage being 
"rewriting," has largely been discredited as the only way 
that writers always compose (Flower & Hayes, 1981; 
Sommers, 1980). Mohr (1984) states that "All revision is 
toward meaning in form, toward communicating meaning to an 
expected reader" (p. 236). All of the views of revision 
may have elements of merit about them and may be 
instrumental in the renewed interest in revision. 
Since the study of writing has been and continues to 
be an active research area within the study of English, 
certain changes have occurred that have influenced the 
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study o f writing. The wor k Jf Braddock, Lloyd-Jones, and 
Schoer (196 3 ) se e me d to ge nerate new interest in writing 
research . Th e ir r e view of t he research reported many 
ed uc at i o nal s tudi es of writing, but most were without any 
theoretical co n s id e rations of writing abilities or 
recog ni tio n of similar completed studies. 
Much h as happ e n e d i n tte more than two and one-half 
d ecades since then. Th e mos t visible of the changes has 
b ee n th e influ e n ce of th e theory that writing is a 
process . Early " proces s th~ ory" researchers proposed 
linear mod e l s of compo s i n g , usually including three 
separate stages (Ro hma n, 1955; Rohman & Wlecke, 1964). 
Importantly, th e s tat u3 and theory of revision 
evo l ved with increased r ese~rch on the writing process. 
Revision ha s been described in many textbooks as "the 
process by which a writ e r merely cleans up the 
mechan ical and sty list ic infelicities of an otherwise 
compl e ted t e xt " (Witt e , 1983, p. 313). The linear 
process th eory of r e vi s ion seems to have been refuted 
as " the wr iting process " by research findings that tend 
to demonstrat e a r e cur si ve rather than a linear process 
(Emig, 19 71 ; Flower & Hay es , 1980; Sommers, 1978; 
Somme rs, 1980 ). Adding to the research on the effects 
or results of r e vi s ion , st ~dies suggest that revision 
or r e vising in wri t in g is different for various groups 
of writ e r s (B each, 1976; B: idwell, 1980; Faigley & 
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Witte, 1981; Murray, 1978; Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980). 
Additionally, in attempting to study and explain the 
revisions that writers make, researchers have developed 
systems of classifying revisions (Bridwell, 1980; 
Faigley & Witte, 1981). 
Not surprisingly, many factors may have a strong 
influence on revision. There is much evidence of limited 
substantive revision by many secondary and college 
students (NAEP, 1977; Perl, 1979; Sommers, 1980). 
Bridwell (1980) reported twelfth- graders' revision tended 
to be concentrated in minor editorial changes although 
substantive revision occurs between drafting. Writing 
quality does not necessarily improve with substantive 
revision, and as Perl (1979) suggests, it may even 
deteriorate. Results from the study (Perl, 1979) have 
been questioned (Hillocks, 1986) and may be somewhat 
suspect due to the use of few subjects (5) and few higher 
level revision categories. 
One of the first studies to concentrate on revision 
reported results that indicated that "extensive" revisers 
were more competent writers than "nonextensive" revisers 
(Beach, 1976). That conclusion was quickly argued on 
the basis that indeed more competent writers, because of 
augmenting skills, may not have the need to revise 
extensively to produce quality writing (Dieterich, 
1976). There has been some evidence to suggest that lack 
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of substantive revision at the secondary grade level . may 
involve conditions of cognitive development and the 
inability in the area of critical self-assessing 
(Beach, 1979; Beach & Eaton, 1984; Beach,1986). 
Difficulty in self-assessing and revising may also be 
linked to anxiety. According to Daly and Miller 
(1975); Daly (1979), students scoring high on the 
Daly-Miller Writing Apprehension Scale were reported to 
have had decision making problems due to the multiple 
and sometimes competing task demands of their writing 
plus having limited satisfaction with their writing. 
In a study of self-assessment of writing drafts by 
college freshmen, the findings indicate sex of the 
subjects and apprehension were factors in the reported 
significant differences in the number of their 
self-assessing inferences (Beach & Eaton, 1984). 
Although questions remain unanswered concerning 
how revision and qualitative improvement in writing are 
related, there is some evidence to indicate improvement 
in revising abilities with normal cognitive or 
linguistic development. A study of nine, thirteen, and 
seventeen-year-old students reported that all three 
groups made more stylistic, informational and 
mechanical changes than surface, continuational, 
transitional, organizational, or holistic changes, but 
older students made more of the latter changes 
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(NAEP, 1977). Interestingly, that National Assessment 
study reported that overall organization, tone, or 
ideational ratings were not significantly improved by 
revision. In a study by Bracewell, Scardamalia, and 
Bereiter (1978) of fourth, eighth and twelfth grade 
students revising with multiple sets of directions, 
significant differences were reported. The results 
indicated no significant changes at grade four, harmful 
changes at grade eight and limited improvements at grade 
twelve. Stallard (1974), in a study comparing writing 
behaviors of good writers to a randomly selected group of 
writers, reported that the good writers made more multiple 
level changes, were more likely to reread their drafts, 
and were more likely to revise during rereading. Many 
factors seem to be involved in the complicated revision 
process. 
Reviews of Critical Significant Research 
For some time, research concerning the composing 
process seems to generally have followed two not 
unrelated directions. One includes studies that focus 
on observing writers while they work (Berkenkotter, 
1983; Emig, 1971; Graves, 1975; Perl, 1979; Pianko, 
1979; Stallard, 1974). Another focuses on studies that 
consider some limited area of composing which might 
give rise to some cognitive/developmental theory of 
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writing or a model of linguistic ability based on 
surface or product features of writing (Crowhurst & 
Piche, 1979; Flower & Hayes, 1980; Kroll, 1978; Rubin & 
Piche, 1979). Additionally, some studies of revision 
focus on the kinds, numbers and quality of revisions 
made by writers while others focus on attempts to 
determine the cognitive processes that are involved 
with revision. 
Production studies focus on information about 
numbers and kinds of revisions students produce. 
Differences in findings give rise to continued 
research. Emig (1971), in discussing "reformulation" as 
including editing and revising, indicates students do 
not engage in "reformulation". In contrast, Bridwell 
(1980) reports an average of 61 revisions per student 
in her study of twelfth grade students' revisions. 
Stallard (1974) reports good writers having made an 
average of slightly over twelve revisions per paper and 
the randomly selected writers made an average of only a 
bit over four per paper. Of the 248 total revisions 
made by the subjects in Stallard's study only six were 
at the paragraph level. There was no category for 
higher level changes or revisions such as point of view 
or type of discourse. Calkins (1980) in a study of 
seventeen third graders included classifying them into 
four groups: random drafting, refining, transition, and 
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interacting. The classifications were based on the 
students' revision behavior of their own work and on 
their revision behavior in revising a researcher-prepared 
composition. These studies suggest differences and 
complexities in revision. 
The importance of revision in the composing 
process is suggested in the theoretical and empirical 
research. One of the critical studies involved 
experienced and inexperienced writers. Sommers (1980) 
conducted a case study with twenty college freshmen 
student writers and twenty identified experienced 
writers. Revision processes were compared to attempt 
to determine the role of revision in the writing 
process. Each student wrote expressive, explanatory 
and persuasive essays and rewrote each essay. This 
activity was followed by interviews and requests for 
suggested revisions of an anonymous composition. 
Essays were analyzed by counting and categorizing 
changes produced. Four revision operations - deletion, 
substitution, addition, and reordering were identified 
along with four levels of changes (word, phrase, 
sentence, and theme). A coding system for identifying 
the frequency by level and operation of revisions and a 
"scale of concerns" for determining writers' level of 
concerns when revising were developed and utilized for 
the study. 
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Sommers reported that the results of the study 
indicated student writers view the revision process as 
necessitating lexical but not semantic changes. It is 
suggested that students are not necessarily unwilling 
to revise but do so in a very limited and predictable 
manner. Additionally, students seem to view their 
writing in a linear fashion, and revising stops when 
they determine no revising rules have been violated; 
all are strategies that have been taught to them. 
In comparing student revision with experienced 
writer revision, several differences seem to be 
evident. Experienced writers see revising as 
discovering the form or shape of their thesis and 
discovering a concern for their readership or audience. 
Any perceived dissonance seems to generate revision in 
the writer's work according to the researcher. It is 
suggested that writing cannot develop "like a line" 
since any addition or deletion is a reordering. 
Results suggest that where student writers struggle to 
have their essays conform to predefined meanings, 
experienced writers seek to discover meanings through 
revision. Additionally, the findings suggest that 
students need to utilize, as do experienced writers, 
the difference between writing and speech - which is that 
"revision is possible". 
Another study that investigated the factors 
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influencing revision was conducted by Bridwell (1980). 
The subjects of the study were 171 of 195 twelfth grade 
students in eleven English classes in a Georgia high 
school which usually reports achievement scores on or 
above the national average. Analyzed for revisions 
were 100 randomly selected student papers. 
Although the Bridwell study was an exploratory, 
descriptive study, there were several research 
questions which were used as guides during the 
research: 
1. What are the general characteristics of 
the revisions in the composing process of twelfth grade 
students? 
2. What are the associations between levels 
of revision and the rated quality of the essays? 
3. What are the associations between stages 
of revision and the rated quality of the essays? 
4. What are the associations between each 
level at each stage of revision and the rated quality 
of revision? 
The writing assignment used by the researcher was 
an adaptation of an "explanatory" task used as part of 
the Buffalo Cross-sectional Study of Writing 
Performance and it asked students to describe something 
that was very familiar to them. Transactional writing, 
used to record facts, exchange opinions, explain and 
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explore ideas, construct theories, transact business, 
conduct campaigns and change public opinion was selected 
since it is most representative of the type of writing 
required most frequently in school. 
Addressing a concern for a possible partially 
flawed result from the National Assessment revision 
study where the writing tasks were arbitrarily imposed 
and impromptu in nature, students were permitted to use 
"fact sheets" in order to develop ideas ahead of time, 
thus giving the subjects a choice within the controlled 
transactional assignment. The writing assignments were 
administered by the regular classroom teachers with 
directions and fact sheets distributed the day before 
the writing assignment. Directions given on the 
writing day included task information plus a specific 
statement to mark through lightly any changes on notes 
or drafts and that the students would be able to revise 
the next day in class. 
Bridwell included additional procedures in her 
study. Blue pens were used for the first session, and 
black for the second in order to distinguish draft and 
production marks. Although considered a regular class 
assignment, the essays were not graded, but the 
incentive of possible publication was offered. The 
researcher developed "an exhaustive and mutually 
exclusive scheme for classifying revisions" (p. 103). 
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It included many subcategories under seven major 
categories or levels (surface, lexical, phrase, clause, 
sentence, multi-sentence and text). Two doctoral 
students in English were trained using the researcher's 
scheme and after tests of reliability, they classified 
every revision. To assess the quality of the written 
products of the study, a slightly modified version of 
the Analytic Quality Scale developed by Deiderich was 
utilized. After preliminary reliability assessments, 
they scored the actual sample. General differences 
between first and second drafts were analyzed on 
qualitative ratings, overall word count, and total 
number of revisions. Analysis of associations among 
levels and stages of revision, between revision and 
quality and between revision levels, stages, and levels 
at each stage was also conducted. 
The findings concerning general differences 
between drafts focus on the areas of cosmetic, quality 
and length. The most apparent differences were 
reported to be cosmetic or general neatness of papers. 
Quality ratings were significantly higher for second 
drafts p<.0001 for general merit and £<.0001 for 
mechanics. The findings concerning length indicated 
significant increases in the length of the second 
drafts E<.0001. Significant positive correlations 
between essay length and general merit and total 
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quality improvements were also reported. The study 
indicated that there were patterns in revising 
strategies of twelfth graders' transactional writing 
and that differences in the patterns were related to 
the quality of the writing. Surface level, spelling, 
punctuation, and word choice changes were most 
frequent. The study reported support for developmental 
differences in tendency and ability to revise. 
Successful students' revisions were across levels and 
stages. Poorer writers either revised very little or 
revised extensively in-process at only surface and word 
levels. 
The model for revision in the composing process 
suggested by Bridwell is based on the assumption that 
the process is both linear and recursive. The loops of 
the model continue recursively until dissonance in the 
product is resolved or until no further alterations by 
the writer are desired. The researcher suggests a 
need for a variety of perspectives to be examined in 
order to get a clearer picture of revision in the 
composing process. 
The research on revision has progressed through 
stages as is true with most attempts at serious, 
continuing research. According to Faigley and Witte 
(1981), the more recent view of revision as a complex 
activity had to overcome the teacher view of revision 
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as copy-editing, a tidying-up activity aimed at 
eliminating surface errors in grammar, punctuation, 
spelling and diction. The three-stage linear model of 
composing, prewriting, writing and rewriting activities 
assumed in the tidying-up version of revision suggested 
that revision was something to be completed by a writer 
after writing a first draft. Earlier studies suggested 
that the linear model of composing has essentially been 
discarded especially in regard to the causes and 
effects of revision (Flower & Hayes, 1980). Sommers 
(1980), in a study of the effects of revision in the 
composing process, suggested that the linear model was 
simplistic at best and possibly completely inaccurate. 
The results also indicated that writers of different 
abilities make different types of revisions. 
Two studies by Faigley and Witte (1981) indicated 
support for the Sommers' study. The researchers 
essentially learned through a method of text analysis, 
that expert and inexperienced writers revise in 
different ways, what Sommers learned by using 
interviews. The investigators proposed a taxonomy of 
revision changes in order to be able to analyze 
revision (Faigley & Witte, 1984). Changes were based on 
"whether new information is brought to the text or 
whether old information is removed in such a way that 
it cannot be recovered through drawing inferences" 
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(Faigley & Witte, 1981, p. 402). The system included 
surface changes and meaning changes. Surface change 
subcategories of formal changes and meaning-preserving 
changes plus meaning change subcategories of 
microstructure and macrostructure changes were devised. 
Each of the four subcategories included specific 
operations. 
After testing for reliability, the system was 
utilized to analyze revisions from six inexperienced 
student writers, six advanced student writers and six 
expert adult professional writers. Subjects were from 
the University of Texas writing classes. The results 
suggest differences in revision activities of the three 
groups. Expert writers showed the least (144) changes 
per 1000 words on final drafts. Inexperienced writers' 
changes were primarily surface changes and only twelve 
percent of their revisions were meaning changes. 
Meaning change revisions by advanced students and 
expert adults were reported as 24 percent and 34 
percent, respectively. The number of revisions during 
the first draft indicated more revisions of all kinds 
by expert adults and advanced students than by 
inexperienced students. More significantly, meaning 
change frequencies for expert adults, advanced students 
and inexperienced student writers were reported as an 
average of 15.4, 10.4, and 3 meaning changes per 1000 
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words, respectively. The researchers attribute the 
first stage revision differences to different methods 
used in composing. Studies of experienced and 
inexperienced writers' revisions tend to support such 
claims (Flower & Hayes, 1980; Perl, 1979). 
After analyzing the results of their first study, 
Faigley and Witte (1981) were hesitant to draw firm 
conclusions since adult expert writers unexpectedly 
revised much less than the advanced student writers. 
In order to possibly determine what revision strategies 
might be taught to inexperienced writers, a second 
study was conducted. Copies of three inexperienced 
writers' first drafts were given to expert adults to 
revise as they would do it. The experts' changes were 
compared with the changes made in the inexperienced 
writers' second drafts. Wide differences were again 
reported with inexperienced writers making many surface 
changes (98 per 1000 words) and few macrostructure 
changes (1.3 words per 1000 words) while expert adult 
writers made macrostructure changes 65 percent of the 
time. Considering the methods reported for the studies, 
the researchers' somewhat hesitant conclusions based on 
the reported results seem more than justified. 
According to the researchers, the results tend to 
support the cpnclusion that expert adult and 
inexperienced student writers revise differently. Since 
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even expert writers demonstrated a variety of revision 
patterns, demanding that inexperienced writers simply 
revise more does not seem justified. 
It is suggested that revision changes are dependent 
on many variables, including the skill of the writers. 
Such variables, "situational variables", including the 
purpose for writing the text, the format, the medium, the 
genre, familarity with the task, subject and audience, 
formality level, length of the task and the proposed 
text must be included in the writing process in general 
and for research on revision in particular. 
As a tool to be considered in the text analysis 
investigations of revision, a method of quantifying 
revision changes is presented in these studies. The 
taxonomy of revision changes suggests a method to assist 
with research on the many variables associated with 
revision in the composing process. 
Looking past the results of effects of revision, 
there is logical concern for investigating the causes 
of revision. Although the issue of composing aloud is 
problematical for researchers, Flower and Hayes (1980) 
address the issue of causes in case studies using 
composing-aloud protocols. Expert writers reportedly 
revise frequently when the audience and the goals of 
texts are redefined or clarified by the writers (Flower 
& Hayes, 1980). 
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Witte (1983) examined textual causes and effects of 
revision by examining the T-unit, clause, and text length 
with a focus on the revision/topical structure 
relationship at the sentence and whole discourse levels. 
Approximately eighty university students with varying 
abilities were asked to revise a passage from Anne and 
Peter Doughty's "Language and Community". Subjects were 
given forty minutes to read and revise the passage to make 
it more readable and understandable, but to retain its 
identity as informative discourse. The audience was 
assumed to be a college-level audience with some knowledge 
of the text subject. From these revised texts, trained 
raters selected texts for a "low score" group (N = 20) 
which were judged as being difficult to read and 
understand and a "high score" group (N = 24) which had 
been judged as easy to read and understand. 
The revisions were analyzed in terms of selected 
features: number of words; T-units; clauses; sentence 
topics; parallel, sequential, and extended parallel 
progressions; and T-units in each type of topical 
progression. For additional analysis of the raw data, 
five computed variables were utilized by the 
researcher. The variables are stated as words per 
sentence topic, T-units per sentence topic, percentage 
of T-units in the three types of topical progressions, 
words Per clause and words per T-unit. Comparing the 
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two groups of texts, the findings indicate that five 
significant differences appeared in the two sets of 
revisions. Text length and the means for the number of 
sentence topics differed significantly in the sets of 
revisions. Additionally, it was reported that only the 
means for clause length of the two computed syntactic 
variables were significantly different as were the mean 
number of T-units per sentence topic and the mean 
percentage of T-units in sequential progressions. 
This study suggests that "a successful reviser must 
understand the topical structure and the macrostructure 
of the text being revised" (p., 331). Results also 
indicate that low-score revisions usually reflected an 
incomplete understanding of the original t e xt and the 
researcher concludes that if students misunderstand 
their own text and related purposes, they may not be 
able to make revisions other than surface level 
changes. The revision process continues to generate 
questions as to what it includes and how it fits into 
composition. 
Much interest in revision has resulted in the past 
two decades. One of the more recent factors adding to 
the information on revision is the research related to 
the field of technology with special attention given to 
the computer and the multiple opportunities that this 
technology offers. One of areas to which research in 
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writing has directed its attention is to the 
possibilities that the computer has for improving 
writing, possibly by assisting with the work of 
research and possibly by informing researchers about 
writing, especially revision processes. 
There seems to be a level of agreement on the 
contention that revision is a difficult and complicated 
process for writers even though there is much 
disagreement as to just how the revision process 
becomes operational for writers (Bartlett, 1981; 
Bartlett, 1982; Flower, Hayes, Carey, Schriver & 
Stratman, 1986). In an attempt to add tools to the 
process, the use of technology has been considered in 
the form of computers and word processing programs 
(Collier, 1983; Daiute, 1983; Sommers, 1980). Some 
controversy seems to have developed as to the value of 
computers and word processing programs expecially for 
revision activities. 
One general observation is that although the 
technology has been available for some time, it has not 
produced dramatic or real, significant changes in writing 
instruction (Bridwell, Nancarrow, & Ross, 1984). It is 
also suggested that without revision and comprehensive 
composition instruction, along with the use of the text 
processing system, mechanical editing could lead to 
difficulties in the coherence of the text produced by 
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students. Additionally, text coherence may be negatively 
affected by the size of the screen displaying the text. 
For some writers who create sentence by sentence 
error-free drafts, the word processor's immediate text 
change features could also become a problem and, in fact, 
the writing process could be slowed down by the use of a 
tool whose one major contribution involves the claim of 
saving the writer's time. 
Bean (1983) proposes that the use of word processing 
technology has advantages for editing and possibly 
revision, but the computer does not resolve directly the 
problem of psychological and cognitive blocks that 
students may experience during revision. Diem (1986) 
suggests that because of the traditional models of 
instruction most teachers have, they view any deviation 
from these methods and activities as diminishing the type 
and amount of information that students should necessarily 
receive. Daiute (1985) contends that word processing 
remains only as a potential aid if writers do not review, 
evaluate and work to improve their writing. 
rt is reported that revision of surface features and 
format of text is easier for writers using word processing 
(Bridwell, Nancarrow, & Ross, 1984). Some more elaborate 
computer programs and systems, such as Writer's Workbench 
developed at Bell Laboratories and adapted for use at 
Colorado state University as part of a project to 
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encourag e thorough and accurate revision and editing, may 
provide additional data about the revision process (Kiefer 
& Smith, 1984). According to Bridwell and Ross (1984), in 
addition to the advantages of helping writers produce 
texts and manipulate words within texts, computer programs 
can also give information, produce feedback on entered 
texts and provide prompts to a writer to do certain things 
in a linear sequence of steps or in complex branching and 
looping patterns. 
In order to study writers' reactions to word 
processors and possible implications for including the 
computer technology in composition classrooms, the 
University of Minnesota conducted various research 
projects that focus on those elements (Bridwell, 
Nancarrow, & Ross, 1984). The first study from the 
projects investigated the effects of composing with a 
word processing system on the products and processes of 
experienced writers. The results indicate that the 
writer's own style was a more significant indicator of 
how the computer was utilized than the computer alone 
(Bridwell, Johnson, & Brehe, 1985). The studies of the 
computer word processing programs and revision still 
produce questions and no definitive answers to the 
complexities of revision. 
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Early Revision Research 
Early research studies on revision concentrated on 
the mechanical elements of writing. In a study by 
Fellows (1936) with ninth graders, those students who 
revised their writing after teacher correction made 
fewer errors in grammar and punctuation than did 
students in a control group. A study by Lyman (1931) 
indicated that one method of revision, practice in 
self-appraisal before turning in papers, resulted in a 
reduction of mechanical and grammatical errors from 
pretest to posttest. 
Lange (1948) evaluated writing errors in essay tests 
administered in a course other than English. In freshman 
classes of Human Growth and Development, Lange notes among 
other findings that given time, students are capable of 
mechanical revision to some degree as evidenced by student 
correction of slightly over one-third of their total 
misspellings and over half of their punctuation errors. 
Fortunately, a study by Buxton (1959) went beyond 
previous experiments in its attention to revision. The 
"revision" experimental group spent from thirty-five to 
fifty minutes per essay in class discussion and in 
actual correction of errors with the instructor 
available for individual assistance. The results of 
the study indicatd that the "revision" group was 
superior on several measures of writing improvement to 
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both th e control group and the less-structured "freedom 
from restraint" experimental group. The effect of 
revision and its relationship to other study variables 
was not definitive. In reviewing the studies of 
Buxton, Fellows, and Lyman, Braddock, et al. (1963) 
reported no conclusive evidence about the value of 
revision or the particular aspects of composition learned 
through its practice. 
Revision that went beyond proofreading was an 
important element of the study by McColly (1963). It 
was reported that increased writing in itself failed to 
produce better writing, but groups that participated in 
"functional activities" such as discussion, practical 
explanation, peer evaluation, and revision obtained 
better results. The study recommended that English 
teachers "should not assign or elicit any writing for 
the purpose of developing composition ability unless 
this writing becomes the vehicle for functional 
instruction" (p. 64). Interestingly, this study also 
did not attempt to calculate the exact effect of 
revision on writing improvement. 
In an examination of secondary English 
instruction, Squire and Applebee (1968) noted a lack of 
empirical knowledge about revision but believed that 
"those students who are forced to think back through 
their first writing and then rework the original into 
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something better must gain in fluency and precision" 
(p. 122). Additionaly, they noted that most high 
school compostion was fragmentary, devoting too little 
time to composition instruction (15.7% of class time) 
and too much time to instruction after writing. 
Emig (1971), in a study of the composing process 
of twelfth-graders, used the word "reformulation" to 
include correcting, revising and rewriting - three 
distinct tasks differing according to quantity of 
change. The study indicates that she discovered that 
teachers often emphasized the correction of trivia as 
reformulation and, as a result, gave students a 
distorted notion of this important part of the 
composing process. Emig also notes that students 
voluntarily revised their self-sponsored writings but 
did not so with those assigned by teachers. 
Effros (1973) conducted a study on the effects of 
teacher guided revision with ten sections of students at 
a Connecticut college. Experimental group members 
received no grades until revisions had been completed. 
On the essays, terminal statements praising and giving 
directions for specific revision were offered in 
addition to marginal comments covering mechanics, 
sentence structure, and organization of theme and 
paragraphs. Control group members received immediate 
grades and only incidental treatment for any voluntary 
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revision. Effros (1973) reported that students whose 
revisions were guided by the teachers and whose work 
was not graded until such revisions were completed 
achieved no better than students whose work was 
immediately graded and revisions treated incidentally. 
In a study of the writing processes of Virginia 
high school seniors, Stallard (1974) defined revision 
as "corrections,, changes, additions to, or deletions 
from what was originally written" (p. 212). The 
results of the study indicated that not only did good 
writers revise significantly more than writers from a 
random sample but that they also demonstrated 
significantly more use of three types of revision: 
single word, multiple word, and paragraph changes. 
With twenty-six preservice English teachers at the 
University of Minnesota, Beach (1976) conducted an 
informal, exploratory investigation of the strategies 
employed by extensive revisers and by non-extensive 
revisers. Using free-written first drafts and taped 
comments, Beach determined that extensive revisers 
perceived more major changes in revision, viewed 
revision more holistically, considered first drafts to 
be tentative writings, predicted developmental changes 
from one draft to another, and tended to be less 
egocentric and more self-critical. In a response to 










thorough revisions of papers may not be necessary for 
some good writers. He contends that even good writers 
often only change words and make mechanical alterations 
when revising. 
The National Assessment of Educational Progress 
report of 1977 concentrated on revision and reaffirmed 
some previous findings. As expected, the writing and 
organization of the 2500 subjects - aged nine, 
thirteen,and seventeen - improved with maturity, but 
holistic, organizational, and transitional revisions 
were infrequent at all ages. Specific improvements 
such as stylistic, informational, and mechanical 
changes were more common and became more pronounced 
with maturity. Applebee (1978) surveyed one group of 
good writers and the results indicated that teachers 
were involved in the process of writing and rewriting 
with students. 
Students reported that they had 
discussed 26% of their papers with their teachers while 
writing and 45% of the papers with their teachers after 
writing. Only 14% of the papers were rewritten after 
being handed in a first time. When rewriting did occur, 
it was more strongly associated with discussions with the 
teacher than with written comments and corections. 
In a continuing case study of the composing 
process, Calkins (1980) reported four kinds of 
rewriting practiced by third-graders. First, random 
47 
drafting was haphazard, undirected writing that was not 
re-read or reconsidered. Refining involved only 
superficial changes because the first draft had 
determined the paper's subject and voice. Next, the 
writers engaged in the transition stage were less 
likely to be content with their first drafts and would 
abandon them to begin new ones. Finally, interacting 
involved the writer with the draft, the audience, and 
the evolving subject: "There is a constant vying 
between intended meaning and discovered meaning, 
between the forward motion of making and the backward 
motion of assessing" (Calkins, 1980, p. 334). 
Studies of Revision Instruction 
In reviewing the studies that address issues 
related to the cause or effect of the revision process, 
many theories and conclusions are proposed. An 
additional area related to the revision studies is 
revision instruction, especially instructional formats 
for instruction in revision. This includes the manner 
in which revision is facilitated in the classroom. 
Since the manner in which revision is presented, 
encouraged or facilitated may have an influence on the 
writer's revision process and therefore on the quality 
of the written product, it seems important to consider 
the instructional format of revision activities. 
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Studies indicating r easons for students' failure 
to make substantial revi s ions have been joined by 
extensive research on wri ti ng quality as it relates to 
global instructional methods which often revealed no 
significant differences in writing quality due to the 
instructional intervention (Beach & Eaton, 1984). 
According to Witte, Meyer , Miller, and Faigley (1981), 
among the most successf u l college writing instructional 
activities are collaborat ive learning, peer tutoring 
and peer editing. 
These three methods are based on the assumption 
that students have abilities to revise or suggest 
revisions in papers other than their own (Witte, 1983). 
In a study of thre e modes of instruction in freshman 
English classes, Hillocks 11981) used interviews and 
observations to classify instructors as presentational, 
nondirectional, environme ntal, or individual. Student 
attitudes were report e d to be most positive for the 
environmental mode and l eas t positive for the 
nondirectional mod e of instruction for the English 
classes. 
The presentational mode has several 
characteristics such as hav ing relatively clear and 
specific objective s , a c ombination of lecture and 
teacher-led discussion dea ling with concepts to be 
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learned and applied, additional materials to explain 
and illustrate concepts, specific assignments , and 
feedback. The natural process mode is illustrated by 
generalized objectives, free writing, writing for 
audiences of peers, feedback from peers, opportunities 
to revise and rework compositions, and high interaction 
level among students. The environmental mode is 
characterized by offering clear and specific 
objectives, select materials and problems to engage 
students with each other in specifiable processes 
important to some particular aspect of writing, and 
specific task peer interaction. The individualized 
mode provides instruction to students through some kind 
of tutorials, programmed materials or a combination of 
the two with the focus of instruction varying from 
mechanics to researching, planning, and writing papers. 
These modes of instruction reportedly set the stage for 
the format of instruction in writing and for the revision 
process (Hillocks, 1986). 
The value of strategies of careful revision, the "re-
seeing" of the composition as a whole, has long been 
emphasized by teachers and writers alike. Nold (1979) 
objected to revision as a one-time process and suggested 
that in experimental studies, researchers need to consider 
task difficulty and behaviors beyond a student's writing 
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sample. Sommers (1979) noted that perceiving revision as 
Part of a series of temporal stages misrepresents the 
composing process and that indeed the correct perspective 
is seeing "the entire composing process as a process of 
revision" (p. 48). 
Direct Instruction 
The term direct instruction has been used to describe 
a fairly common pattern of teaching in which a teacher 
explains a new concept to the students in the large group, 
has them practice under teacher direction and encourage s 
continued practice individually at the students' seats 
(Joyce & Weil, 1986). It is characterized by strong 
teacher direction and control of the learning tasks with 
academic focus having priority. Seve ral studies indicate 
that strong academic focus may result in higher "on task" 
behaviors and, as a result, higher academic achievement 
(Fisher e t al., 1980; Rosenshine , 1978). 
Cooperative Learning 
Coope r a t i ve l ea rning empha sizes a cognitive approa c h 
to learning in which students discover and help direct 
their own learning (Johnson & Johnson, 1975; Slavin, 
1980). Much writing r e s e arch has fo c u sed on the 
cogni t ive asp e ct s o f c omposi tion a nd s ome what l ess on t he 
usefulness of specific instructional activities to improve 
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the quality of student writing (O'Donnell, Dansereau, 
Rocklin, Larson, Hythecker, Young & Lambiotte, 1987). 
Certain types of cooperative learning have evolved to 
include careful selection of groups, heterogeneous 
participation, specific activities, group and individual 
goals, and group and individual rewards (Slavin, 1980). 
Cooperation among students in their own learning is not 
n e w, but it does continue to evolve. 
O'Donnell et al. (1987) state that "While the 
potential of cooperation among students as an 
instructional tool in the t e aching of writing has bee n 
recognized, there has been little systematic research 
directed at the identification of those aspects of writing 
18that ar e improved as a result of cooperation" (p. 91). 
A form of cooperative learning, small-group peer generated 
response activity, utilizes the cooperative techniques in 
order to improve student performance and coope rative 
activiti e s. 
Summary of Purpose 
I n r e vi e wing the re s e arch, the r e is g e n e r a l 
agreement that revision is relatively important. That 
process of continual striving for meaning in wha t is 
writte n means continual r evi s ion. Conclu s ions f rom 
r e search seem to ind icate that r e v ision is a r e curs ive 
proce ss but may be linear for some p e opl e some of the 
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time, that revision is a ve ry complex skill, and that 
revision needs additional study. The need for additional 
study seems especially important in order to help 
determine how revision instruction might assist and 
possibly promote appropriate, improved writing. 
A review of the literature on revision seems to 
indicate that revision instruction research is somewhat 
limite d (Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). Consequently, there 
continues to be a need to extend research efforts that 
address the delivery of revision instruction a s a possibl e 
means to improve student writing. 
Present Study 
Th e pu r pos e of this study was to examine the e f f ec t s 
of teacher directed revision instruction and small-group 
peer generate d revision instruction on the quality of 
e ighth grade rs' persuasive essays. This r e s earch focu sed 
on the f ollowing ques tions r e l a t e d t o Direct Re vi s ion 
Instruction, Small-Group Peer Generate d Revision 
Ins truction, Re gul a r Re vi s ion Inst r uc tion, and 
Re l a t i ons hips Be tween Le ve l s o f Re vi s ion, Stages o f 
Re vision, and Rated Quality. 
1. What are the effects of di rect r e vision 
i n s t r uc t ion on th e qu a lity o f e igh t h g raders ' p e rs uas i ve 
e ssay s wh e n c ompare d to s ma l l -group p e er g e ne rate d 
revision inst r uction and regular revis ion instuc tion? 
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2. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders's' persuasive essays when compared to small-group 
Peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
3. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to small-group 
peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
4. What are the effects of small-group p ee r 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and regular revision instruction? 
5. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quantity of 
revisions made in eighth graders' persuasive e ssays when 
compared to direct r evision instruction and r e gular 
revision instruction? 
6. What are the effects of small-group peer 
g e nerate d revision instruction on the type s of r e vi s ions 
made in eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to 
direct revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
7. Wh a t are the effect s o f regular r e vi s ion 
instruction on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive 
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essays when compared to direct revision instruction and 
small-group peer generated revision instruction? 
8. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and small-group peer generated 
revision instruction? 
9. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and small-group peer generated 
revision instruction? 
10. What are the relationships between levels of 
revision and the rated quality (holistic score) of the 
essays? 
11. Are there initial group differences in 
writing quality among the direct revision instruction, the 
small-group peer generated revision instruction, and the 
regular revision instruction groups? 
Summary 
In this chapter, I have identified and discussed the 
literature related to revision including an introduction 
to revision, related composition research, research 
critical to this study, and related revision instruction 




The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays. In this chapter, I describe 
the subjects, teachers, materials, procedures, design and 
analyses, dependent measures, training of raters, and the 
scoring procedures. 
Subjects 
The subjects of the study were 152 eighth grade 
students from three middle schools in a semi-suburban, 
generally middle to upper middle class, community in a 
rapidly growing school district in Maryland. The three 
schools represented in the study were middle schools and 
included only sixth, seventh and eighth grade students. 
The schools were not randomly selected but were assigned 
by the county Director of Testing and Measurement and the 
reading/language arts supervisor based on school interest 
in participating in the study. Subjects were not randomly 
assigned to treatments. Instead, treatments were randomly 
assigned to intact classes. Groups included in the study 
were designated as Research Group A, Research Group B, 
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and Control Group C (see Figure 1). 
Three teachers, one each from three different middle 
schools, participated in the study. In order to control 
for treatment diffusion, three different schools were used 
in this study. Teachers were randomly assigned to either 
Research Group A, Research Group B, or to the Control 
Group C. The average student enrollment in the three 
schools included in the study was 852. 
Eighth grade students were selected for this study 
because they had received middle school instruction for 
three years, were familiar with middle school procedures, 
were preparing to exit the middle level program to enter 
high school, were receiving writing instruction as part of 
the reading/language arts classes and would be required to 
take the Maryland Writing Test, a state graduation 
requirement, as they moved into the ninth grade. 
Students from two intact, average (as determined by 
county guidelines, California Achievement Test scores and 
teacher recommendations) reading/language arts classes 
from each of three schools served as subjects for the 
study. county guidelines allowed for only three levels of 
grouping (below grade level, on grade level, and above 
grade level) for reading/language arts classes. 
The organization of middle schools in this district 
provided for each reading/language arts class to have two 
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instructional time per day. Some classes met during 
consecutive periods and some did not. 
Of the 152 subjects in the study, the dependent 
measures of 134 subjects were selected for analysis. 
subject who was absent for two or more days during the 
study or who failed to submit a second draft of a 
Any 
Persuasive essay was eliminated during the analysis of the 
data. 
Although 152 students participated at some level in 
the study, 134 students met participation requirements. 
Participation requirements included being in the selected 
classes, receiving the intervention instructional 
activities, and handing in a final draft of the persuasive 
essay. Thirty-one students were black, 101 were white, 
and two were classified as "other". Of the 134 students, 
66 were female and 68 were male. 
A majority of the students came from middle to upper-
middle income families with a smaller perce ntage included 
in the upper income and lower income categories. Free and 
reduced price lunch statistics indicate 4% of the students 
were eligible to receive a free lunch whil e 8 % of the 
students qualified for a reduced price lunch. 
Unemployment rates in the district were approximately 4 to 
5 perce nt. 
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Design 
This study utilized a pretest, posttest, control 
group design. Pretest and posttest measures included a 
modified form of the Holistic Scoring Rubric from the 1988 
Maryland Writing Test Scoring Guide adapted for this study 
to assess overall writing quality (see Appendix B). 
Posttest measures also included a revision scoring guide 
to assess the number and type of revisions made in the 
final draft of the persuasive essay (see Appendix C). The 
Pretest was the students' first draft. The posttest was 
the students' final draft. 
There were three treatment groups: direct 
instruction, small-group peer response, and control. The 
study included six, intact, average class groups, 
utilizing a pretest/posttest design. The main 
intervention variables were teacher directed revision 
instruction and small-group, peer g e nerated r e vision 
instruc t ion. A control group only r e ceive d dire ctions 
to revise or to make changes that would improve the essay 
and to write a final draft (Bridwell, 1980). 
There we r e scores f or e ach o f the two d epend e nt 
measures: a holistic score for quality of the persuasive 
essay; and a r e vision score to assess the number and type 
o f revi s ions ma d e in the f ina l draft of the e s say s . 
Stati s tica l c a lculations were ma d e using t he S t atis tica l 
~ackage for the Social Sciences (SPSS/PC) (Norusis, 1984). 
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Initial analysis included the standard descriptive 
statistical methods. Posttest writing scores were 
analyzed utilizing analysis of variance (ANOVA) 
procedures. Where significant group differences were 
indicated, the Tukey-HSD procedure was used to identify 
the nature of the significant differences. 
Additional analysis, using holistic scores for 
quality, examined the relationships between quality 
ratings and the number and type of identifiable revisions 
using the Bridwell (1980) classification ( Surface Level, 
Lexical Level, Phrase Level, Clause Level, Sentence Level, 
Multi-sentence Level, and Text Level) ( see Appendix c) • 
Analysis compared pre and posttest scores from the two 
treatment groups and then comparisons were made with 
control group results. The effect of number of revisions 
made was also included as a part of the analysis, and the 
Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient was 
utilized in the analysis to help determine if a 
relationship existed between the number of revisions made 
and the rated quality of the essays. 
Teachers 
Teachers selected to participate in the study were 
experienced (one or more years in the system), 
reading/language arts instructors teaching eighth grade 
students. Teachers were selected based on rated quality 
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of t e aching, intere st in participating in the research 
project, suggestions by the district reading/language arts 
supervisor and final approval by the building principal. 
Training of Teachers 
After selection of the three teachers to participate 
in the study, Research Group A (Class Al - Direct 
I nstruction Group and Class A2-Small-Group), Research 
Group B (Class Bl-Direct Instruction Group and Class B2-
Small-Group), and the Control Group C (Class Cl-
Directions t o Revise and Class C2-Directions to Revi s e) 
were randomly assigned to the teachers. Teachers selected 
were trained by the researcher using the scripte d lesson 
d e s i gn. Training was prese nte d to th e t e ache rs during a 
three day, approximately one hour per day training session 
h e ld at the e nd of the regular school days. Aproximately 
one week prior to the tr a ining s e ssions, all s c r ipte d 
lesson s a nd ma t er i als were provi d e d t o t h e teachers for 
familiarization. After all materials and procedures wer e 
throughly dis c ussed, qu e stions we r e a nswe r e d, a n d each 
teacher i nd ica t e d c onf id e nce i n bei ng a ble to d e l i ver t h e 
instruction, plans wer e mad e to begin the activiti e s. 
Ma t e ri a l s 
I n orde r to i ncr e as e t h e inte rest a n d invol v e me n t o f 
the s ubjects in the writing t opic use d f or the s tudy, the 
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researcher selected one with high interest appeal and one 
that had at least some possibility of being influenced by 
the student essays. The topic was about extending the 
lunch period. The task involved writing a persuasive 
essay that would help convince the school principal 
whether or not to increase the length of the existing 
lunch period. A writing prompt was developed by the 
researcher and two writing specialists trained in the 
holistic scoring procedures by the Maryland State 
Department of Education . Additionally, the writing prompt 
was modeled in a similar format used by the Maryland State 
Department of Education (1988) for administering the 
Maryland Writing Test (see Appendix G). 
Lesson materials also included additional 
instructional items that were used with the scripted 
lessons (see Appendixes D, E, and F). These items were: 
1. A Teacher Direction and Information Sheet 
developed as a recordkeeping device to record student 
identification nunbers, insure subject anonymity, and 
provide last minute reminders to the participating 
teachers (see Appendix N). 
2. A student Introduction sheet explaining the 
scope and expectations for participation (see Appendix L). 
3. Elements of a Persuasive Essay by Glatthorn 
(1981) was utilized for the instruction of all groups in 
the elements of persuasive writing (see Appendix H). 
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4. Examples of Well-Organized Persuasive Essays 
were used during the persuasive writing instruction for 
all groups (see Appendix I). 
5. Persuasive Writing Revision Practice Examples 
that were purposely filled with mistakes and opportunities 
for revision activity, and they were utilized during the 
instruction in persuasive writing for all groups (see 
Appendix M). 
6. A Revision Guide Sheet (Sommers, 1979) that 
included a description of the revision operations of 
addition, deletion, substitution, and rearrangement which 
served as the primary instruction content for the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Small-Group (see Appendix J) 
7. A Peer Response Sheet that provided reminders, 
cues, and advance organizers for students in the Small-
Group to use to facilitate consideration of peers' need 
for inclusion of arguments and other possible revisions 
(see Appendix K). 
Procedure 
In order to control for confounding variables, the 
following factors were equated as much as possible: (a) 
instructional/work time, (b) content instructional area, 
and (c) the format of instruction appropriate to the 
treatment and control groups with r e gard to composing 
and/or revision activities. 
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Although the eighth grade students in this study were 
normally required to -write and had previous instruction in 
the explanatory or narrative genre, persuasive writing had 
certain positive aspects, even for eighth grade students. 
Persuasive writing was used by the National Assessement of 
Educational Progress as one form of writing for fourth, 
eighth and eleventh graders. Elements of argument and 
persuasion are known even to elementary school students. 
According to McCann (1989), elementary, middle and high 
school students possess argumentative writing knowledge 
and ability. Additionally, persuasion is a natural oral 
exercise for middle school students who repeatedly use 
persuasive arguments to get things or conditions they 
want. Finally, and maybe most important for this study, 
it can be motivational. 
It can elicit a response from 
middle school students who may see it as a cause, possibly 
a chance to argue and to get something changed. This kind 
of interest properly developed by teachers may generate 
much writing. 
Instruction was conducted by regular classroom 
teachers of the intact groups utilizing instructional 
procedures prepared by the researcher (see Appendixes o, 
E and F). Corrections and refinements in the 
instructional procedures and materials used in the study 
were developed after a pilot study was conducted. All 
materials and instructional procedures were approved by 
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the school district's supervisor of reading/language arts, 
and approval to conduct the study was obtained from the 
district's superintendent (see Appendix A). 
The study was conducted during a three day period of 
time. A three day time frame for the study was selected 
for several reasons. The three target days for the study 
Were expected to be and in fact were a Tuesday, Wednesday 
and a Thursday. Mondays and Fridays seem to be high 
absentee days and utilizing the middle days of the week 
was thought to help insure higher participation and 
completion rates. Additionally, middle school students 
tend to respond well and concentrate better on shorter, 
high interest activities. 
Since the schools in the study were organized with 
double periods for reading/language arts classes, the 
instructional time was comparable to six single-class 
days. The participating teacher at each school site had 
the two "average" reading/language arts classes 
identified. The California Achievement Test (1977) 
reading comprehension subtest scores, teacher 
recommendations, and student performance wer e us e d by this 
school system to determine the class ability match and 
student placement. 
At two of the thre e school sites, the participating 
r e ading/language arts teachers wer e trained by the 
researcher to administer the direct instruction treatment 
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and the small-group peer generated treatment. The third 
school site served as the control group site, and the 
teacher participated in the study by presenting researcher 
Prepared materials for the lessons (see Appendix F). 
All groups received instruction in persuasive writing 
on the first day of the study and prior to writing a first 
draft, since persuasive writing was not a major genre 
included in middle school writing in this district. The 
subjects in the control group did not receive any other of 
the instruction provided to the subjects in the research 
groups. The control group subjects wer e asked to r e spond 
to the persuasive writing prompt (see Appendix G), revise 
to improve the essay, and then write a final draft of the 
Persuasive essay. Class time was provided for r e vising. 
The study included two reading/language arts classes 
(same teacher) from each school site. The teachers at the 
two sites where tre atments were administered taught one 
group utilizing the direct r e vi s ion instruction and taught 
the other group utilizing the small-group peer generated 
revision activiti e s. 
Th e Re s e arch Groups' Cl a ss Al and Cl ass Bl (direc t 
instruction model) activity was a form of the Basic 
Practice Mode l of direct instruction (Becke r, 1977; 
Fitzge r a ld & Markh a m, 1987) and a form o f the Sc arda ma lia 
and Bereiter (1983) composing process model, CDO (Compar e , 




Diagnose and Operate format of revision instruction in 
which students are expected to "compare" between intended 
and instantiated text, "diagnose" problems needing change, 
and "operate" to make the changes in their writing. These 
activities were facilitated by the use of a revision guide 
sheet for direct instruction in revision and revising 
methods. 
Research Groups Class A2 and Class B2 (small-group 
peer generated revisions) utilized a peer response 
cooperative learning model for writing/revision 
instruction (Atwell, 1987; Duin, 1986; Slavin, 1980). 
After initial instruction in persuasive writing and types 
of revision, peer groups were formed within the class 
with specific directions to assist peer partners with 
suggestions for improving original writing drafts. This 
was facilitated by the introduction of a peer response 
sheet. The control group (two class groups, Class Cl and 
Class C2, at the third school site), after initial 
instruction in persuasive writing, was only given the 
directions to revise and to write a final draft after 
responding to the prompt. 
The teacher at school Site 1 prese nte d the direc t 
instruction treatment to one of two average groups and 
presented the small-group peer generated treatment to the 
other. The teache r at school Site 2 presente d the dire c t 
instruction treatment to one of two average groups and 
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Presented the small-group peer generated treatment to the 
other. The teacher at school Site 3 presented the 
researcher prepared materials to both control groups. 
In order to control for teacher effect, each teacher 
of the experimental groups presented the direct 
instruction treatment to one group and the small-group 
Peer generated revision treatment to the other. The 
control group teacher presented the same directions to 
both groups. 
All students were asked to respond to a persuasive 
Writing prompt (see Appendix G) that was based on the 
Maryland State Department of Education (1988) form and 
format for a writing prompt on the first day of the study 
following a lesson on persuasive writing. All students' 
Persuasive essays were collected after the first draft 
session, and photocopies of all papers were made. The 
copies of the first drafts were returned to the stude nts 
on the second and third day to be used during revision. 
The original drafts were retained for use in the post-test 
rating procedures. The intervention variables were then 
introduce d to the groups. As a final step in the data 
collection, students were asked to revise their first 
drafts and present a final draft. 
Although writing is not naturally a timed activity, 
subjects in this study were give n 30 minutes to respond to 
the writing prompt. Setting such a time limit is done in 
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Order to equate time for all subjects, and because current 
state testing includes a timed writing activity. 
Quality scores and total number/types of revisions 
wer e analyzed for all groups. Each essay, pre and post-
treatment was scored by two trained raters certified by 
the Maryland State Board of Education to be trainers in 
the holistic scoring process. Each paper was scored by 
two raters. If scores differed by two or more score 
points, a third trained rater scored the paper. If two of 
three scores wer e then the same, that score point was 
recorde d. If non e o f the thr e e wer e the same, the middl e 
score point was recorded. If scores differed by only one 
point, the paper was assigned a midpoint score such as .5, 
1.5, 2.5, or 3.5. 
Although the raters were Maryland State Department of 
Education trained in the holistic scoring procedure, 
additional training was provided by the r e s e archer to 
facilita t e the i r work with thi s study a nd to promote 
strong interrater reliability. 
Trai ning o f Ra t e r s 
Since this study required raters for the holistic 
scoring and for the revision scoring for numbe r a nd type 
o f r e vi s ions, tr a ining o f the r a t e r s fo r each o f these 
s coring measur es proceed e d di ffe r e ntly. Th e f ollowing 
s e ct i ons examine the training of the r a t e rs. 
70 
Holi st i c Sco r e Training Sessions 
The thr ee r a t e r s t r ai ne3 for the holistic scoring 
procedure wer e all tra ined by the Maryland State Board of 
Education in th e holi s t ic scJring process. The two main 
raters were also tr a iners o f raters and were high school 
writing speci a lists. I mpr ov~d interrater reliability is 
reported to result wh e n ra t ers are from similar 
backgrounds (Coop e r, 19 77 ). 
The two primary r ate r s participated with the 
researcher in th e d eve l opme nt of the writing prompt prior 
to the regular training sessions. The third rater was 
given a copy of th e promp t prior to the regular training 
sessions. Since the r aters were previously trained in the 
process of holisti c scor in g , the procedures recommended by 
White (1985) wer e ad d r essed as needed for this study. 
1. Arrang e me nt s were made for the raters to be 
together to read a t th e same time in an appropriate 
surrounding. 
2. A scoring gu ide was established, and training 
using the guid e for sco r i ng was provided (see Appendix B). 
3. Sampl e pape r s were scored in order to improve 
the interrater r e liabil i ty . 
4. Periodi c c h ecking of the raters to avoid a drift 
away from the sco r in g crite ria, discussions of score point 
differences, and fr e qu e n t opportunities for breaks were 
provided. 
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5. Multiple independent scoring with opportunities 
to have a th' · 1rd rater score two point differences was 
Utilized. 
6. Recordkeeping and evaluation in order to be able 
to determine interrater reliabilities were emphasized. 
The actual rating of the papers occurred over a 
Period of three days. During the first day, a period of 
six hours was used for training. This included a review 
of the writing prompt, a review of the criteria for each 
score point of the scoring rubric, selection of anchor 
Papers (papers representative of each score point) from 
the entire sample, extensive discussion of each score 
Point and how the anchor papers met the criteria or varied 
from it. Randomly selected individual sample papers were 
scored by all three raters with extensive discussion of 
score points and criteria following each scoring. 
When the raters indicated that they were confident 
With the rubric, sample packets of ten papers were then 
Prepared for independent scoring practice. After each 
Packet was completed, scores were compared and discussed 
With any score point differences clarified and resolved. 
As the raters continued to score the papers, score 
Point differences decreased. An interrater reliability 
rating of .90 was obtained for two sets of ten papers 
during independent scoring by the three raters. At that 
time it was determined by the researcher that reliability 
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Was acceptable, and that the scoring of the entire set of 
Papers from the study began. 
Scoring continued for the remainder of the day and 
continued for two additional days. All papers had been 
Coded by the researcher as to group, treatment, and first 
or final draft. The papers were then randomly placed in 
Packets of ten for scoring. As an additional check on 
interrater reliability, ten papers scored during the 
reliability check prior to starting the general scoring, 
Were placed with the other papers to be scored again so 
th
at their scores could be compared with the earlier 
scores. This procedure produced an interrater reliability 
factor of .80 which seemed to indicate reliability in the 
scoring process. The scoring of the 268 papers occurred 
over a period of three days due to the training and time 
constraints of the raters on the second day of rating. 
Revision Scoring Training Sessions 
A second scoring measure, the revision scoring guide 
from Bridwell (1980) was used to determine the number and 
type of revisions made in the final draft of the 
Persuasive essays. The raters for this phase of the study 
Were two former classmates in the doctoral program who 
Were familiar with the nature of my study and who were 
employed by a neighboring school system. One was in a 
county supervisory role, and the other was working in an 
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administrative and teaching role in a school. Both had 
Previously participated in the scoring of writing samples 
a nd both had active classroom teaching experience. 
Since the revision scoring guide was a detailed and 
lengthy instrument (see Appendix C), the researcher used 
the guide to initially score all papers in the sample in 
Order to become more expert in its use and potential 
Problems. Having accomplished that task, it was noticed 
that as the scoring progressed, the variety of types of 
revisions seemed much easier to identify and record. The 
more important step was to train the two raters in order 
to obtain interrater reliability. 
The training of raters included providing copies of 
the scoring guide, discussions of each level (Surface, 
Lexical, Phrase, Clause, Sentence, Multi-Sentence, and 
Text), and discussions about the 49 subcategories. 
Additionally, multiple examples for each level and 
subcategory were identified in sample papers, analyzed and 
discussed. Initial attempts at scoring papers resulted in 
low interrater reliability scores. 
Additional training was provided, but due to many 
individual conflicts the training was not regular and 
consistent. It was obvious that this training could not 
be given over a long period of time, due to the numerous 
variables involved in the scoring that lent themselves to 
Very short retention rates. A two week period of time 
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was set as a goal to initiate retraining, provide 
consistent practice, test for interrater reliability, and 
conduct the scoring. When this was plan was completed and 
a randomly selected set of 10 papers were scored, the 
reliability for levels and subcategories between the 
researcher scored papers and rater one was .88, between 
th e researcher scored papers and rater two was .79, and 
between the two raters was .82. With this acceptable 
reliability of scoring, the researcher then rescored all 
Papers again and recorded those values for number and type 
of revisions for statistical analysis. 
Instructional Procedures and Treatments 
After teacher training was complete, and teachers 
indicated they understood and felt confident in being able 
to teach the scripted lessons, the instruction started. 
Several instructional conditions applied to all groups. 
1. Instruction was scheduled and held on a Tuesday, 
Wednesday, and a Thursday in order to maximize 
Participation and help avoid the Monday/Friday absence and 
activity problems. 
2. The study was conducted very near the end of the 
School year in order to minimize interference with the 
regular classroom instruction. 
3. During the three consecutive days of the study, 
each class met with the teacher for two class periods each 
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day. Many routine activities were part of the lessons for 
all groups for each class period. 
4. All materials related to the study were supplied 
by the researcher for student use, and they were collected 
at the end of each class period. Appropriate items were 
redistributed during the next class period. 
5. No homework was issued as part of this study, but 
in order for the participating teachers to continue with 
th e regular curriculum, assignments and directions related 
to those assignments were occasionally issued as homework 
for the students of the intact classes. 
Those procedures were used in addition to or as part 
of the scripted lessons (see Appendixes D, E, and F). A 
brief description of the scripted lessons will follow. 
Day One: All Classes 
The teachers distributed packets to each student that 
included an introduction, examples of persuasive essays, 
and a writing prompt. A definition of revision was 
Presented and discussed. Transparencies of the persuasive 
essays, the writing prompt, and a Tap/Count strategy (a 
mnemonic device used by the county system to help students 
respond to the Maryland Writing Test prompt - Task-
Audience-Purpose) were used by the teachers to present the 
lessons. Instruction in persuasive writing continued to 
the second class period. During the last 30 minutes, 
students were given paper and pencils and asked to write 
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in response to the prompt. 
materials were collected. 
At the end of the period, all 
Day Two: Direct Instruction 
Teachers presented the lesson using direct 
instruction (teacher input, structured practice, modeling, 
guided practice, and checks for understanding). The 
instruction included revision elements of additions, 
deletions, substitutions, and rearrangements and continued 
for both class periods. 
Day Two: Small-Group Instruction 
Students were organized in a small-group cooperative 
learning group (groups of two or possibly three, if 
needed) by the teacher. Instruction in peer response 
activities for revision was provided, and students were 
Provided an individual peer-response sheet to assist them 
as they worked in their groups. A revision guide sheet 
With types of revisions was provided for student use as 
they considered revisions in their groups. Students were 
asked to read and make suggestions for improvements in 
their peer partner's essays. 
Day Two: Control Group 
Teachers reviewed the persuasive essays used as 
examples in previous lessons, and they then provided time 
for students to work individually to improve their essays. 
Teachers provided guided practice assistance to the 
students as needed. 
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Day Three: Direct Instruction 
Direct instruction in the use of the Compare, 
n· 
iagnose, Operate (CDO) procedure for revising was 
Provided by the teachers. Time for revising first draft 
essays using the procedure was part of the lesson. During 
th
e last 30 minutes of the second class period. students 
Write a final draft of their persuasive essays. All 
essays and other materials were collected. 
Day Three: Small-Group Instruction 
Work in the small-groiup organization continued after 
a review of previous lessons. During the second class 
Period of the day, students were given time to review all 
suggestions from peer partners or other information they 
had gained about revising. Students were then given 30 
minutes to write a final draft of their persuasive essays. 
All materials were then collected by the teacher 
Day Three: Control Group 
Students were reminded to revise or make changes to 
improve their essays. During the last 30 minuted of the 
second class period, students were asked to write a final 
draft of their persuasive essays. The teacher collected 
all materials. 
Rating Procedures 
Although indirect assessments of writing achievement, 
such as standardized multiple-choice tests and fill-in-
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th
e-blank tests have been used to measure students' 
w .. 
rit1ng performance, direct assessment of writing ability 
has gained some level of acceptance over the last two 
decades (Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1989). Direct 
assessment is based on actual samples of students' 
Writing. A writing sample completed at the end of the 
treatments seemed to be the most logical dependent measure 
to assess overall quality of the persuasive essays of the 
e· 1
9hth grade students. The writing sample was also used 
to assess the inclusion of persuasive elements in the 
st
udents' essays and to determine the number and type of 
revisions that were made. 
Reliability/Validity of the Holistic Score Measure 
The direct assessment holistic score measure was used 
as a Primary dependent measure for overall quality of the 
students' final persuasive essays. The reliability of 
general impression or holistic evaluation has been in 
question since it was first developed by Paul Diederich 
and his colleagues at the Educational Testing Service 
(ETS). Early research had 53 professionals grade and 
evaluate 300 writing samples using a scale of one to nine. 
Results were so divergent that a third of the papers 
received all nine scores and all papers received at least 
five different scores (Applebee, Langer, & Mullis, 1989; 
White, 1985). Therefore, the system was not reliable. 
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As a result of this and additional research, 
"Diederich developed a scale that focused readers' 
attention on each feature separately and assigned 
consistent weights in moving from the individual features 
to a more global judgment of writing quality" (Applebee 
et al., 1989, p. 10). The scale continued to evolve, 
additional procedures were developed, and the reliability 
of the holistic scoring measure improved. 
High reliability and validity has been reported using 
the holistic scoring measure when certain conditions are 
Present. They include: 
1. Using a writing prompt. 
2. Reader training processes utilizing ... 
3. Anchor papers. 
4. Checking the reading as it progresses. 
5. Multiple independent scoring. 
6. Evaluation and recordkeeping (Applebee et al., 
1989, p. 10; White, 1985, pp. 23-27). 
In order to carry out the multiple independent 
scoring, it is recommended that a scoring rubric be 
Prepared so that all papers will be scored according to 
the same criteria (White, 1985). Since a review of 
existing scoring guides produced no satisfactory 
instrument to be utilized for this study, the researcher 
developed a scoring guide (see Appendix B). The issues of 
Validity and reliability of the scoring guide were 
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considered. 
When certain procedures are utilized in the 
development of a scoring guide the validity and level of 
to be at acceptable levels. reliability can be expected 
According to Cooper (1977), "When raters are from similar 
backgrounds and when they are trained with a holistic 
scoring guide - either one they borrow or devise for 
th
emselves on the spot - they can achieve nearly perfect 
agreement in choosing the better of a pair of essays .•. " 
(p. 19). These procedures were followed in the 
development of the holistic scoring guide that was used 
for this study. 
In order to increase the validity and reliability of 
th e scoring rubric, each score point criteria was 
developed by the expert raters using the typical, 
recommended holistic format: 
1. Description of each score level by considering 
th e degree to which the writer was able to manage the 
tasks of the assignment. 




Levels of development and logical thinking .. • 
Paragraph and sentence structure ... 
Control over language (White, 1985, pp. 137-
The process included reviewing/revising the persuasive 
Prompt to insure compatibility with the scoring rubric, 
rigorus application of the holistic format, and a 
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commitment of time in excess of six hours. Since the 
researcher and expert raters developed the guide 
specifically to respond to the elements of the prompt, the 
face Validity of the instrument is increased. 
A second measure, a revision scoring guide, was used 
to assess the number and type of revisions made in the 
final draft of the persuasive essays (see Appendix C). 
Reliability and validity factors were considered for this 
measure. This classification scheme reports mean 
reliability factors of .84 for levels and .79 for 
subclassifications (Bridwell, 1980). The validity of the 
measure is increased since it was developed according to 
th
e linguistic structure involved and reflects a pattern 
of smaller to larger linguistic units (Bridwell, 1980). 
Limitations 
There are several limitations in the present study. 
1. Subjects were not randomly assigned to treatment 
groups due to the use of intact classes. 
2. Since access to the public school system was 
limited, this was a short-term study. 
3. Revision is but one stage in the writing process 
ana as such, other elements may affect the final quality 
Of a student's writing. 
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Assumptions 
1. The researcher assumes that the subjects have 
had some level of previous experience with writing. 
2. The researcher assumes that adult participants 
dia so willingly and did not purposely contrive to create 
flawea results. 
Summary 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays. In this chapter, I have 
described the subjects, teachers, materials, procedures, 
de · sign and analyses, dependent measures, and the scoring 
Procedures. 





The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays. In addition, this study 
examined the relationships between the quality of 
students' persuasive essays and the number and type of 
revisions identified in the final drafts of the essays. 
This chapter presents the results of the study. 
Analysis of holistic score data was conducted using 
the scores obtained from the trained raters. Single point 
differences were averaged and recorded (White, 1985). Two 
or more point differences were rescored by a third trained 
rater, and any matched score was used. 
Data concerning number and type of revisions were 
analyzed after acceptable interrater reliability measures 
Were obtained between the researcher and two trained 
raters on a sample of papers. The researcher then scored 
a11 remaining papers (Bridwell, 1980). 
Direct Revision Instruction 
Research Question #1 
What are the effects of direct revision instruction 
0 n the quality of eighth graders' persuasive essays when 
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compared to small-group peer generated revision 
instruction and regular revision instruction? 
Data analysis of the holistic score measure for 
quality was conducted using the scores obtained from the 
trained raters. Single point differences were averaged. 
Two or more point differences were rescored by a third 
t . 
rained rater, and that score was used for data analysis. 
~lysis of Holistic Scores 
The ANOVA results are presented in Table 1. A 
Significant treatment effect is indicated. 
Table 1 
~lysis of Variance Among Groups for the Holistic Score 


















Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
2 · As indicated in Table 2, results show that the mean 
and standard deviation for the holistic scores for the 
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D' 
lrect Instruction Group were 2.93 (SD=.58); the mean and 
st
andard deviation for the Small-Group Peer Generated 
Revision Instruction Group (hereafter referred to as 
Small-Group) were 2.91 (SD=.51); and the mean and standard 
deviation for the Control Group (Only Directions to 
Revise) were 2.51 (SD=.69). 
Table 2 
~ans and Standard Deviations for the Holistic Score 
Measure 
~









3 - 48 
7 - 39 







In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD Procedure was used. 
As Presented in Table 3, the results indicate a 
significant difference (£<.05) between the Direction 
Instruction Group and the Control Group and also a 
significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group and 




.'.!'.!:!_key-HSD Procedure for Comparisons of Holistic Scores 
Group Mean 





* £ <.05 
Research Question #2 
What are the effects of direct revision instruction 
on the quantity of revisions made in eighth graders' 
Persuasive essays when compared to small-group peer 
generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? For the purposes of this study, quantity of 
revisions means the total number of researcher identified 
changes made between the subjects' first drafts and their 
second (final) drafts using Bridwell's Revision Scoring 
Guide. 
The ANOVA results are presented in Table 4. These 






















Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
s. 
As indicated in Table 5, results show that the mean 
and standard deviation for the quantity of revisions for 
research group one (Direct Instruction) were 20.72 
(SD=9.13); the mean and standard deviation for research 
9roup two (Small-Group) were 20.81 (SD=7.88); and the mean 
a nd standard deviation for the Control Group (Only 
o· . 
lrect1ons to Revise) were 12.41 (SD=9.68). 
The minimum number of revisions by a subject in the 
o· 
lrect Instruction Group was three, and the maximum number 
of revisions by a subject in that group was 48. The total 
number of revisions by the Direct Instruction Group 
subjects was 953. 
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Table 5 
~ns and Standard Deviations for the Quantity of Revision 
Treatment n Range M SD 






3 - 48 
7 - 39 







In order to determine which comparisons were 
Significantly different, the Tukey-HSD Procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 5, the results indicate 
a significant difference (p <.05) between the Direction 
Instruction Group and the Control Group and also indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
and the Control Group. Other pairwise comparisons did not 
indicate significant differences. 
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Table 6 
!_ukey-HSD Procedure for Comparisons of Quantity of 
~evisions 
Group Mean 
D' lrect Instruction 20.72* 
20.81* 
12.41 
Small - Group 
Control Group 
* £ <.os 
Research Question #3 
What are the effects of direct revision instruction 
on the types of revisions made in eighth graders' 
Persuasive essays when compared to small-group peer 
generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
Types of revisions were classified in seven main 
levels with a total of 49 sub-categories. The leve ls were 
arranged in a hierarchal order from simple surface leve l 
changes to more complex linguistic structures. 
As shown in Table 6 ANOVA results for Level 1 
(Surface) revisions indicate a significant (E<.002) 
treatment effect. Tukey-HSD analyses indicate a 
significant difference (£<.05) between the Direct 
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Inst ruction Group and the Control Group and between the 
Small-Group and the Control Group. 
In Table 7 through Table 24, ANOVA and Tukey results 
for Levell (Surface) revisions, Level 2 (Lexical) 
revisions, Level 3 (Phrase) revisions, Level 4 (Clause) 
revisions, Level 5 (Sentence) revisions, Level 6 (Multi-
Sentence) revisions, and Level 7 (Text) revisions are 
shown. Significant differences are indicated by (*). 
The ANOVA results among groups for surface level 
revisions are presented in Table 7. These results 
indicate that there is a significant treatment effect. 
Table 7 
~lysis of Variance Among Groups for Surface Level 














Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
a. As indicated in table 8, results show that the mean 
ana standard deviation for the quantity of surface level 
91 
re · · 
visions for the Direct Instruction Group were 6.00 
(SD~3.33); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group were 6.09 (SD=3.81); and the mean and standard 
d . 
eviation for the Control Group were 3.63 (SD=3.43). 
The minumum number of surface level revisions for a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
revisions for a subject was 14 for the Direct Instruction 
Group, 15 for the Small-Group, and 13 for the Control 
Group. 
Table 8 
~ns and Standard Deviations for the Surface Level 
Treatment n Range M SD 






0 - 14 
0 - 15 







In order to determine which comparisons were 
Significantly different, the Tukey-HSD procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 8, the results indicate 
a Significant difference (£<.05) between the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Control Group and also indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
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and the Control Group. Other pairwise comparisons did not 
indicate significant differences. 
Table 9 










The ANOVA results among groups for quantity of 
lexical level revisions are presented in Table 10. These 





r .. .... , 
~-.. 
Table 10 
~alysis of Variance Among Groups for Lexical Level 
Source df ss MS F 
Between Groups 2 94.673 47.336 6.571* 
w· Ithin Groups 131 943.753 7.204 
Total 133 1038.425 
*P<.0019 
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
11. As indicated in Table 11, results show that the mean 
a nd standard deviation for the quantity of lexical level 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were 3.913 
(SD=2.7Jl); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group were 4.021 (SD=2.952); and the mean and standard 
de · viation for the Control Group were 2.146 (SD=2.276). 
The minimum number of lexical level revisions by a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
lexical revisions by a subject was 11 for the Direct 




~ans and Standard Deviations for the Lexical Level 
Treatment 








0 - 11 
0 - 11 









In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 12, the results indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Control Group and also indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
ana the Control Group. Other pairwise conparisons did not 
indicate significant differences. 
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Table 12 










The ANOVA results among groups for phrase level 
rev· · 1s1ons are presented in Table 13. These results 




~nalysis of Variance Among Groups for Phrase Level 














Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
14 - As indicated in Table 14, results show that the mean 
and standard deviation for the quantity of phrase level 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were 3.37 
(SD=3.09); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group were 3.04 (SD=2.65); and the mean and standard 
deviation for the Control Group were 1.93 (SD=2.31). 
The minimum number of phrase level revisions for a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
Phrase level revisions for a subject was 12 for the Direct 















0 - 12 
0 - 10 









In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 15, the results indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Control Group only. Other 





~key-Hso Procedure for Comparisons of Phrase Level 
Group 
D' lrect Instruction 
Small-Group 
Control 





The ANOVA results among groups for clause level 
revisions are presented in Table 16. These results 
indicate that no two groups are significantly different at 























Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
17 • As indicated in Table 17, results show that the mean 
ana standard deviation for the quantity of clause level 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were 2.37 
(SD=2.90); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group were 1.64 (SD=l.45). 
The minimum number of clause level revisions for a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
clause level revisions for a subject was 12 for the Direct 
Instruction Group, 5 for the Small-Group, and 8 for the 
Control Group. 
100 
'I'able l 7 
~ns ana s ---.::..:_ ___ t-=-a:::..:.:n..::::d..::::a'....:r~d~D:::e~v.::.i~a~t~i~o:'..!.n.:.:s:__:f=...o~r~t~h~e~C:.:l~a~u:::s~e::.......:L~e~v~e=-1 
'I'rea tmen t 
n Range M 
Direct 
Instruction 46 0 -12 2.37 
Small-Group 
47 0 - 5 l. 64 
Control 
41 0 - 8 l. 42 
* No two 
groups are significantly different at the .05 
leve1. 
'I'he ANOVA results among groups for sentence level 
revis· 
lons are presented in table 18. These results 
ina· 








Analysis of Variance Among Groups for Sentence Level 














Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
19. As indicated in Table 19, results show that the mean 
and standard deviation for the quantity of sentence level 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were 1.91 
(SD=l . 96); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group were 2.13 (SD=l.93); and the mean and standard 
deviation for the Control Group were .73 (SD=l.14) . 
The minimum number of sentence level revisions for a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
s entence level revisions for a subject was 9 for the 
Dir e ct Instruction Group, 8 for the Small-Group, and 4 f or 
the Control Group. 
Table 19 
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In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 20, the results indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Direct 
Instruction Group and the Control Group and also indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
and the Control Group. Other pairwise conparisons did not 
indicate significant differences. 
• 
Table 20 










The ANOVA results among groups for multi-sentence 
level revisions are presented in Table 21. These results 
indicate that no two groups are significantly different at 
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Source 
df ss MS F 
Betw een Groups 2 46.693 23.347 l. 877 
With· in Groups 1629.404 12.438 131 
Total 133 1676.097 
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
22. A.s . . indicated in Table 22, results show that the mean 
ana standard deviation for the quantity of multi-sentence 
leve1 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were 2.78 
(sn~3 • 33 ); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-
Group Were 3.66 (SD=3.95); and the mean and standard 
deviat· 
ion for the Control Group were 2.22 (SD=3.21). 
The minimum number of multi-sentence level revisions 
by a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum 
number 
of multi-sentence level revisions by a subject was 
11 for the Direct Instruction Group, 15 for the Small-
Group, 
and 12 for the Control Group. 
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Tabl e 22 
Means and Standard Deviations for the Multi-Sentence Level 
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The ANOVA results among groups for text level 
revisions are presented in Table 23. These results 
indicate that no two groups are significantly different at 
the .05 level. 
Table 23 



















Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
24 - As indicated in Table 24, results show that the mean 
and standard deviation for the quantity of text level 
revisions for the Direct Instruction Group were .15 (SD= 
l.03); the mean and standard deviation for the Small-Group 
Were .21 (SD=l.02); and the mean and standard deviation 
for the Control Group were .27 (SD=l.72). 
The minimum number of text level revisions by a 
subject in any group was zero (0). The maximum number of 
text level revisions by a subject was 7 for the Direct 


















!'.!_eans and Standard Deviations for the Text Level 
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0 - 5 







*No two groups are significantly different at the .OS 
level. 
Tables 7 thru 24 present results of ANOVA and, when 
significant group differences were indicated, Tukey-HSD to 
determine nature of the differences. These results 
indicated that there were significant differences betwe en 
the treatment groups (Direct Instruction Group and Small-
Group) and the Control Group for surface, lexical, and 
sentence level revisions. Additionally, there was an 
indication of a significant difference between the Dire c t 
Instruction Group and the Control Group for phrase level 
revisions. There were no other groups that indicated a 
significant difference at the .05 level. 
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Small-Group Peer Generated Revision Instruction 
Research Question #4 
What are the effects of small-group peer generated 
revision instruction on the quality of eighth graders' 
Persuasive essays when compared to direct revision 
instruction and regular revision instruction? 
ANOVA results are presented in Table 1. A 
significant (£<.0015) treatment effect is indicated. As 
Presented in Table 2, the mean and standard deviation for 
the Small-Group were 2.91 (SD=.51). 
In order to determine which pairwise comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD Procedure was used. 
As displayed in Table 3, the results indicate a 
significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
Peer Generated Revision Group and the Control Group. 
Research Question #5 
What are the effects of small-group peer generated 
revision instruction on the quantity of revisions made in 
eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and regular revision instruction? 
The ANOVA is displayed in Table 4. The results 
Presented in Table 4 indicate that there is a significant 
treatment effect. 
Mean and standard deviation results are displayed in 
Table 5. As indicated in Table 5, results show that the 
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mean and standard deviation for the quantity of revisions 
for the Small-Group were 20.81 (SD=7.88). 
The minimum number of revisions by a subject in the 
Small-Group Peer Generated Revision Group was seven, and 
th
e maximum number of revisions by a subject in that group 
Was 39. The total number of revisions by the Small-Group 
Peer Generated Revision Group subjects was 1,323. 
In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD Procedure was 
conducted. As presented in Table 5, the results indicate 
a significant difference (£<.05) between the Small-Group 
Peer Generated Revision Group and the Control Group. 
Research Question #6 
What are the effects of small-group peer generated 
revision instruction on the types of revisions made in 
eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and regular revision instruction? 
In Table 7 through Table 24, ANOVA and Tukey results 
for Levell (Surface) revisions, Level 2 (Lexical) 
revisions, Level 3 (Phrase) revisions, Level 4 (Clause) 
revisions, Level 5 (Sentence) revisions, Level 6 (Multi-
Sentence) revisions, and Level 7 (Text) revisions are 





Regular Revision Instruction 
Research Question #7 
What are the effects of regular revision instruction 
on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive essays when 
compared to direct revision instruction and small-group 
Peer generated revision instruction? 
ANOVA results are presented in Table 1. A 
significant (£<.0015) treatment effect is indicated. As 
Presented in Table 2, the mean and standard deviation for 
the Control Group were 2.51 (SD=.69). 
In order to determine which comparisons were 
significantly different, the Tukey-HSD Procedure was 
conducted. The results indicated that the quality rating 
for the essays from the Control Group were significantly 
lower than the quality rating for the essays from the 
Direct Instruction Group and from the Small-Group. As 
displayed in Table 3, the results indicate a significant 
difference (£<.OS) between the Control Group and the 
Direct Instruction Group and between the Control Group and 
the Small-Group Peer Generated Revision Group. 
Research Question #8 
What are the effects of regular revision instruction 
0 n the quantity of revisions made in eighth graders' 
Persuasive essays when compared to direct revision 






The ANOVA is displ aye d i n Ta ble 4. The results 
presented in Tabl e 4 ind ica t e t h a t there is a significant 
(p <.000) treatment e ff e ct. 
Mean and standa rd d e vi a ti o n results are displayed in 
Table 5. As indicated in Tabl e 5, results show that the 
mean and standard deviation f o r the Control Group were 
12. 41 ( SD= 9. 6 8) . 
The minimum numbe r of r e vi s ions by a subject in the 
Control Group was ze ro, and th e maximum number of 
revisions by a Control Gr oup s ub j ect was 36. The total 
number of revisions by Contr o l Group subjects was 509. 
Research Ques tion #9 
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What are the effe c t s o f reg u l ar revision instruction 
on the types of revisions mad e in eighth graders' 
persuasive essays when compar ed to direct revision 
instruction and small-gr oup p e e r generated revision 
instruction? 
In Table 7 throug h 2 4, ANOVA and Tukey results for 
Level 1 (Surface) r e vi s i o n s , Le ve l 2 (Lexical) revisions, 
Level 3 (Phrase) r e vi s i o n s , Le ve l 4 (Clause) revisions, 
Level 5 (Sentence) r ev i s i o n s , Le ve l 6 (Multi-Sente nc e ) 
revisions, and Le v e l 7 (Te x t ) r e vi sions are shown. 
Significant differ e nc es ar e ind i c a ted by the ANOVA for 
Direct Instruction a nd Sma ll-Gr oup for Surface Level 
(.002), Lexical Level (.002), and Sentence Level (.001). 
Significance is indicated for Direct Instruction for 
Phrase Level ( .039). Significant differences are 
indicated by (*). 
Relationships Between Levels of Revision, 
Stages of Revision and Rated Quality 
Analyses of the relationships between levels of 
revision, stages of revision and rated quality were 
conducted using multiple correlations. 
are Presented in Table 25. 
'I'able 25 
The correlations 
~relations of Number of Revisions In Levels and Qualit~ 
Levels Revisions n Quality 
l 
712 134 .2682** 
2 
457 134 .2078* 
3 
3 77 134 . l 74 7 
4 
247 134 .0280 
5 
218 134 .2041* 
6 
400 134 -.0211 
7 
28 134 -.0177 
One-tailed Significance: * = .01 ** = .OOl 
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Research Question #10 
What are the relationships between levels of revision 
and the rated quality (holistic score) of the essays? 
Analysis of the relationships between levels of 
revision and the rated quality (holistic score) of the 
essays was conducted using correlations. The correlations 
are presented in Table 25. 
Research Question #11 
Are there initial group differences in writing 
quality among the direct revision instuction, the small-
group peer generated revision instruction, and the regular 
revision instruction groups? 
Analysis of the difference among the groups was 
conducted using ANOVA. No significant differences were 
indicated for the holistic score for the students' first 
drafts. The ANOVA results for Draft One are presented in 
Table 26. 
Table 26 
Analy · _sis of Variance Among Groups for the Holistic Score 
~asure of Quality for Draft One 
Source df ss MS F 












No two groups ar e s ignificantly different at the .050 
level. 
Means and standard deviations are presented in Table 
27 - As indicated in table 27, results show that the mean 
ana standard deviation for the holistic score measure for 
quality for draft one for the Direct Instruction Group 
Were 2.62 (SD=.60); the mean and standard deviation for 
th e Small-Group were 2.53 (SD=.56); and the me a n and 
standard deviation for the Control Group were 2.55 
(SD::. 7 6) • 
The results indicate that there was no significant 
difference in quality rating between the groups after the 
first draft of the persuasive essays. 
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Table 27 
~ans and Standard Deviations for the Holistic Score 
~sure for Quality for Draft One 
Treatment n Range M 
Direct Instruction 46 l - 3.5 2.62 
Small-Group 47 l - 4.0 2.53 






This chapter presented the results of the study which 
investigated the effects of direct revision instruction 
and small-group peer generated revision instruction on 
e· lghth graders' persuasive essays. The results include 
th e holistic measure for quality and analysis of the 
number and type of revisions for all treatment groups. 
In Chapter v, r will present a discussion of the 
results. The discussion will include implications for 
research and recommendations for additional research. 
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CHAPTER V 
OVERVIEW, SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Overview 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
9 raders' persuasive essays. It also examined the quantity 
a nd types of revisions made in students' essays. This 
chapter presents a discussion of the results of the study. 
Included is a statement of the problem, the purpose of the 
st udy, the research questions, conclusions, discussion, 
implications for writing instruction, and recommendations 
for continued research. 
Summary 
Statement of the Problem 
One of the concerns in education is poor student 
Writing. Student writing assessments have indicated that 
Writing performance is not of a very high caliber, and that 
it is not improving (Applebee et al., 1990). Writing is a 
Very complicated process that brings together many 
cognitive and production elements in a continuing recursive 
environment. Writing is often difficult for experienced 
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Writers d · , an 1t certainly seems to continue to be a problem 
for many student writers. One possible solution to the 
Problem is instruction in revision (Fitzgerald, 1987; 
Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987; Flower & Hayes, 1981). 
Revision is considered to be an important part of the 
Writing process, but there are mixed results in the 
research that informs us as to what causes writers to 
revise , what activates the connection between intended and 
actual text, or what, if any, instruction in revision 
affects the quality of writing (Fitzgerald, 1987). 
Although some research does indicate that experienced and 
inexperienced writers do revise, and that developmental 
differences are a factor, revisions do not always seem to 
improve the quality of writing (Bridwell, 1980; Daiute, 
198 5; Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). Prior to this study, 
there was limited research on the effect of instruction in 
revision and how that instruction affected the quality of 
student writing (Fitzgerald, 1987). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects 
of direct revision instruction and small-group peer 
9enerated revision on the quality of eighth grade students' 
Persuasive essays. The quality of the students' writing 
Was assessed using a holistic score (Cooper, 1977; MSDE, 
1988• Wh't I le, 1985). Additionally, students' persuasive 
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essays were assessed for number and type of revisions made 
using 8 'd r1 well's seven level rating scale for types of 
revision (Bridwell, 1980). 
Research Questions 
1. What are the effects of direct revision 
inst ruction on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive 
essays when compared to small-group peer generated revision 
instruction and regular revision instruction? 
2. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to small-group 
Peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
3. What are the effects of direct revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to small-group 
Peer generated revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
4. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quality of eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct revision 
instruction and regular revision instruction? 
5. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the quantity of revisions 
made in eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to 
direct revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
6. What are the effects of small-group peer 
generated revision instruction on the types of revisions 
made in eighth graders' persuasive essays when compared to 
direct revision instruction and regular revision 
instruction? 
7. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the quality of eighth graders' persuasive 
essays when compared to direct revision instruction and 
small-group peer generated revision instruction? 
8. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the quantity of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct 
revision instruction and small-group peer generated 
revision instruction? 
9. What are the effects of regular revision 
instruction on the types of revisions made in eighth 
graders' persuasive essays when compared to direct revision 
instruction and small-group peer generated revision 
instruction? 
10. What are the relationships between levels of 
revision and the rated quality (holistic score) of the 
essays? 
11. Are there initial group differences in writing 
quality among the direct revision instruction, the small-
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group pee d . . . . r generate rev1s1on 1nstruct1on, and the regular 
rev · · . 1 s1on instruction groups? 
Patterns of Revision 
All students made some revisions except three subjects 
in the Control Group. Three students returned their first 
drafts as their second, final draft without making any 
changes. The minimum and maximum raw frequencies of 
revision for all subjects (0 and 48) indicated some 
Variabiltiy in the students' willingness or ability to 
revise. A total of 2439 revisions were recorded across the 
th
ree research groups using Bridwell's seven levels of 
revision. The group frequencies and percentage of total 
revisions, Direct Instruction (953, 39.08), Small-Group 
<97 7, 40.06), and the Control Group (509, 20.86), indicate 
that each of the revision instruction groups produced more 
revisions that did the Control Group. Analyses of the 
specific levels of revision suggest additional emerging 
Patterns and trends. 
~- Surface level revisions accounted for 
29 -20 % of all revisions, by far the largest amount across 
a11 levels and for all treatment groups. The percentage of 
surface level revisions for the Direct Instruction Group 
Was 11.32, for the small-Group 11.73, and for the Control 
Group 6.15. Additionally, there was a significant positive 
correlation (£<.001) between total surface level revisions 
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a nd the holistic score for quality. 
~ical Level. The second highest percentage of revisions 
(lB. 7 3%) across all levels and for all treatment groups 
occurred at the lexical level, although the second highest 
Percentage for a level of revision for the Control Group 
Was at the multi - sentence level (3.73%). The percentage of 
lexical level revisions for the Direct Instruction Group 
Was 7 38 f · , or the Small-Group 7.75, and for the Control 
Group 3.60. There was also a significant positive 
correlation (p<.01) between total lexical level revisions 
a nd the holistic score for quality. 
~- Phrase level revisions accounted for 15.45% 
of revisions across all levels and for all treatment groups 
With 6.35% for the Direct Instruction Group, 5.86% for the 
Small-Group, and 3.24% for the Control Group. Although 
ther · d d e were many phrase level revisions recor e, there was 
no significant correlation between total phrase level 
revisions and the holistic score for quality. 
~se Level. 10.13% of the revisions identified across 
all levels and across all treatment groups were clause 
level revisions. The percentage of clause level revisions 
for the Direct Instruction Group was 4.51, for the Small-
Group 3.16, and for the control Group 2.46. Additionally, 
there was no significant correlation between total clause 
level revisions and the holistic score for quality. 
~ence Level. sentence level revisions accounted for 
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8
· 94 % of all revisions with the Direct Instruction Group 
generating 3.61%, the Small-Group 4.10%, and the Control 
Group 1.23%. Importantly, there was a significant 
correlation (p <.Ol) between total sentence level revisions 
a nd the holistic score for quality. 
~ti-Sentence Level. Interestingly, the multi-sentence 
level revisions accounted for 16.40% of the total revisions 
With the Direct Instruction Group having 5.62%, the Small-
Group having 7.05%, and the Control Group having 3.73%. 
Although there were many multi-sentence revisions, with 
each sentence of the multi-sentence group tallied as an 
additional revision, there was no significant correlation 
between the total multi-sentence revisions and the holistic 
score for quality. There was indeed a negative, although 
not significant, correlation identified indicating that 
multi-sentence revision occurred, but it seemed to have a 
negative effect on the quality of the persuasive essays. A 
Possible explanation for this might be that the students 
Were not able to manipulate the cognitive processes 
necessary to make these higher level revisions. When they 
made the changes, the changes did not necessarily smoothly 
integrate into the text, and therefore may have resulted in 
a lower holistic score by the raters. 
~- There were only four students with text level 
revisions, since this level of revision included total 
rewriting of the first draft or revisions that seeme d to 
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have no t one o one sentence correspondence. Most students 
revised their original draft rather than writing totally 
new text for their final draft. The percentage of text 
level . . . . revisions for the Direct Instruction Group was .29%, 
for the Small-Group .41%, and for the Control Group .45%. 
Due to the · · d f h · l l f · · very limite use o tis eve o revision by 
th e eighth graders, text level revisions accounted for only 
1 • 15 % of the total revisions across all levels and and for 
all treatment groups. 
Results 
Based on the analyses of data, the following results 
Were indicated. The results for each question are 
Presented in turn. 
1. There was a significant difference between the 
mean scores of the direct instruction group receiving 
direct teacher instruction in revision and the control 
9roup receiving only directions to revise when the 
Persuasive essays were rated using the holistic score 
measure. However, there was no significant difference 
between the mean scores of the direct instruction group and 
the small- group participating in peer generated revision 
instruction. Although there was no significant difference, 
the direct instruction group was rated slightly higher 2.93 
(SD=.58) than the small-group 2.91 (SD=.51) using the 
holistic score measure for quality. 
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2. 
There was a significant difference between the 
mean scores of the d' · · 
1rect 1nstruct1on group receiveing 
instruction in revision and the control group 
direct · 
1
v1ng only directions to revise when students' rece . . 
persuasive essays were rated for quantity of revisions 
using Bridwell's rating scale. However, there was no 
nif1cant difference between the mean scores of the 
Sig · · 
instruction group and the small-group participating 
direct · 
in small-group peer generated revision instruction. 
Although there were no significant differences between the 
direct instruction group and the small-group, the mean 
score of the small-group 20.81 (SD=7.86) was slightly 
higher than the direct instruction group 20.72 (SD=9.13) 
when rated using the Bridwell scale for quantity of 
rev· · 1s1ons. 
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3. There was a significant difference between the 
mean scores of the direct instruction group receiving 
direct instruction in revision and the control group, 
receiving only directions to revise, in four of the seven 
levels when students' persuasive essays were rated for 
types of revisions using Bridwell'S rating scale. The 
number of surface, Lexical, Phrase, and sentence level 
revisions were significantly higher for the direct 
instruction group than for the control group. The number 
of Clause, Multi-Sentence, and Text level revisions for the 
direct instruction group was not significantly different 
from the number for the control group. 
4. 
There was a significant difference between the mean 
scores of the small-group, receiving peer generated 
revision instruction, and the control group receiving only 
directions to revise when the students' persuasive essays 
Were rated using the holistic score measure. However, 
there was no significant difference between the mean scores 
of the small-group and the direct instruction group. 
Although there was no significant difference, the small-
group was rated slightly lower 2.91 (SD=.51) than the 
direct instruction group 2.93 (SD=.58) using the holistic 
score measure for quality. 
s. There was a significant difference between the mean 
scores of the small-group receiving peer generated revision 
instruction and the control group receiving only directions 
to revise when students' persuasive essays were rated for 
quantity of revisions using Bridwell's rating scale. 
However, there was no significant difference between the 
mean scores of the small-group and the direct instruction 
group. Although there were no significant differences 
between the small-group and the direct instruction group, 
the mean score of the small-group (20.81) was slightly 
higher than the direct instruction group (20.72) when rated 
Using the Bridwell scale for quantity of revisions. 
6 · There was a significant difference between the mean 
Scores of the small-group receiving peer generated revision 
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inst ruction and the control group, receiving only 
dire t· c ions to revise, for three of the seven levels when 
st
udents' persuasive essays were rated for types of 
revisions using Bridwell's rating scale. The number of 
Surface, Lexical, and Sentence level revisions were 
Significantly higher for the small-group than for the 
control group. The number of Phrase, Clause, Multi-
Sentence 
' and Text level revisions for the small-group was 
not significantly different from the number for the control 
group. 
7. There was a significant difference between the mean 
scores of the control group (Regular writing 
instruction/Only directions to revise) and both the direct 
instruction group and the small-group when the persuasive 
essays were rated using the holistic score measure. The 
mean scores of both the direct instruction group 2.93 
(SD=.58) and the small-group 2.91 (SD=.51) were 
significantly higher than the mean score for the control 
group 2.51 (SD=.69) using the holistic score measure for 
quality. 
8. There was a significant difference between the mean 
score of the control group (Regular writimg 
instruction/Only directions to revise) and the mean scores 
of both the direct instruction group and the small-group 
When the persuasive essays were rated for quantity of 
revisions using Bridwell's rating scale. The mean scores 
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of the direct instruction group 20.72 (SD=9.13) and the 
small-group 20.80 (SD=7.86) were significantly higher than 
th
e mean score for the control group 12.41 (SD=9.68) using 
the Bridwell scale for quantity of revisions. 
9. 
There was a significant difference between the mean 
score of the control group and the mean scores of the 
d. . 
lrect instruction group for four of the seven levels and 
the small-group for three of the seven levels when 
students' persuasive essays were rated for types of 
revisions using Bridwell's rating scale. The number of 
Surface, Lexical, Phrase, and Sentence level revisions for 
the control group was significantly lower than the number 
of level revisions for the direct instruction group, but 
there was no significant difference between the number of 
Clause, Multi-Sentence, and Text level revisions. The 
number of Surface, Lexical, and Sentence level revisions 
for the control group was significantly lower than the 
number of level revisions for the small-group, but there 
Was no significant difference between the number of Phrase, 
Clause, Multi-Sentence, and Text level revisions for the 
control group and the small-group. 
lo. There were significant relationships between some, but 
not all, levels of revision and the rated quality of the 
students' persuasive essays. Correlations of quality and 
levels of revision with one-tailed test of significance 
indicated a significant positive correlation ( £ <.001) 
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between Surface level revisions and rated quality. There 
Were significant positive correlations (£<.01) for quality 
a
nd 
levels of revision for both Lexical and Sentence level 
revisions. There were negative correlations for quality 
a nd levels of revision for both Multi-Sentence and Text 
level revisions. There were no significant, positive 
correlations of quality and levels of revision for Phrase, 
Clause, Multi-Sentence, and Text level revisions. 
11. 
There was no significant difference between the rated 
quality of the first drafts of the students' persuasive 
essays from the direct instruction group, the small-group, 
a nd the control group. Therefore, prior to the 
instructional intervention treatments of this study, the 
rated quality of the students' persuasive essays was not 
Significantly different. 
Conclusions 
The analysis of the data produced a number of results. 
Using the results of the study as a basis, the following 
conclusions are presented: 
Ei.E._ect Revision Instruction 
1. There were significant differences between the 
mean scores of the direct instruction group and th e control 
group for both quality of the second draft and for quantity 
Of revision. The differences indicated that when teacher 
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directed . . . . 
revision instruction was used as an instructional 
intervention, the holistic scores and the number of 
revisions were significantly higher for the direct 
inst ruction group than for the control group that received 
regular instruction with only directions to revise. This 
i nd icates that direct instruction in revision may be one of 
th
e ways to improve the quality of students' writing. The 
results also tend to support previous research findings 
th
at direct intervention in revision is indeed useful in 
th
e Writing classroom to help enhance students' revision 
efforts (Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). 
2. There were also significant differences between 
th e mean scores of some, but not all, of the types of 
revision for the direct instruction group and the control 
group. There were significant differences for the Surface, 
Lexical, Phrase, and sentence level revisions. The 
differences indicated that the direct instruction group 
Produced significantly more Surface, Lexical, Phrase, and 
Sentence level revisions than the control group. Although 
surface, lexical, and often phrase level revisions dominate 
as forms of revisions by students in this developmental 
stage (eighth graders), sentence level revisions are not as 
common since they utilize more complicated linguisti c 
st ructures and perhaps more meaning level adjustme nts. As 
students revised and clarified their thinking, the meaning 
level adjustments, along with the other revisions, seemed 
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to result in higher rated quality in the final drafts of 
their p . ersuas1ve essays. 
~_l-Group Peer Generated Revision Instruction 
1. There were significant differences between the 
mean scores of the small-group peer generated revision 
group and the control group for both quality of the second 
draft and for quantity of revision. The differences 
ind· icated that when small-group peer generated revision 
inst ruction was used as an instructional intervention, the 
ho1· lStic scores and the number of revisions were 
Sign·f' 1 icantly higher for the small-group than for the 
control group that received regular instruction with only 
dire t· c ions to revise. Although not significantly higher, 
the s l . . . t . ma 1-group peer generated rev1s1on ins ruction seems 
to ha · f · · h ve produced a higher quantity o rev1s1ons tan the 
direct instruction. This seems very logical, since the 
Peer interaction involved time to exchange and generate 
ideas for revision. Often students in this age group may 
be much more inclined to incorporate peer suggestions than 
those of adults (Atwell, 1987). 
2. There were also significant differences between 
the mean scores of some, but not all, of the types of 
revision for the small-group and the control group. There 
Were significant differences for the Surface, Lexical, and 
Sentence level revisions. The differences indicated that 
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the 
small-group produced significantly more Surface, 
Lexical, and Sentence level revisions than the control 
group. As with the direct instruction, the small-group 
Peer generated instruction seemed to produce expected lower 
lin · 
guistic structure changes in the srudents' final drafts, 
but it also seems to h t d f th ave genera e use o e sentence 
level revisions, and these changes resulted in improved 
rat· 
ings of quality. 
~ar Writing Instruction (Control Group) 
1. There were significant differences between the 
mean scores of the control group and both the direct 
inst ruction group and the small-group for quality of the 
second draft and for quantity of revision. The differences 
i
nd
icated that when regular writing instruction with only 
directions to revise was used as a control, the holistic 
Scores and the number of revisions were significantly lower 
for the control group than for either the direct 
instruction group or for the small-group. 
2. There were also significant differences between 
th
e mean scores of some, but not all, of the types of 
revision for the control group and both the direct 
instruction group and the small-group. There were 
Significant differences between the control group and the 
direct instruction group for Surface, Lexical, Phrase, and 
Sentence level revisions. The differences indicate that 
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the c t 
on rol group, using regular writing instruction with 
only directions to revise, produced significantly fewer 
Surface, Lexical, Phrase, and Sentence level revisions than 
the d · 
lrect instruction group. Additionally, there were 
Significant differences between the control group and the 
small-group for Surface, Lexical, and Sentence level 
rev · · 1
s 1 ons. The differences indicate that the control group 
Produced significantly fewer Surface, Lexical, and Sentence 
level revisions than the small-group. 
3. There were no significant differences between the 
mean scores for types of revision for the control group and 
th
e direct instruction group for Clause, Multi-Sentence, 
and T ext level revisions. This indicates that, although 
Used by some students as a method of revising, these levels 
did not seem to affect the rated quality of the students' 
essays. 
4. There were no significant differences between the 
mean scores for types of revision for the control group and 
th e small-group for Phrase, Clause, Multi-Sentence, and 
Text level revisions. This indicates that, although used 
by sone students as a method of revision, these levels did 
not seem to affect the rated quality of the students' 
essays. Although not significantly different, the mean 
Score for Phrase level revisions for the direct instruction 
9roup was higher than the mean score for the small-group. 
This indicates that the direct instruction group utilized 
133 
------------
the phras e level revision more often than did th e small-
group, but correlation analyses indicate no correlation 
betwe en phrase level revisions and the quality rating for 
the final draft of the persuasive essays. 
Relationships Between Levels of Revision, Stages of 
Revision, and Rated Quality 
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1. There were significant correlations between some, 
but not all, levels of revision and the rated quality of 
the students' essays. There were significant, positive 
correlations for Surface level revisions and quality 
(£<.001), Lexical level revisions and quality (£<.01), and 
Sentence level revisions and quality (£<.01). Thes e 
correlations indicate that the use of Surface, Lexical, and 
Sentence level revisions was associated with higher quality 
ratings, especially so for Surface level revisions. 
2. There were no significant correlations between 
Phrase level revisions and rated quality, Clause level 
revisions and rated quality, Multi-Sentence level r e visions 
and rated quality, or Text level revisions and rated 
quality. Although there were no significant correlations, 
Multi-Sentence and Text level revisions produced negative 
correlations with rated quality. These correlations 
indicate that Phrase, Clause, Multi-Sentence, and Te xt 




There were no significant differences between the 
mean scores of h ~· . . t e uirect instruction group, the small-
9roup, and the control o f t d l't f h gr up or ra e qua i yo t e first 
draft. 
This indicates that the holistic score differences 
for the students' first drafts were not significantly 
d'f 
i ferent, and that second draft (final draft) significant 
diff erences were associated with the instructional 
interv t · · · en ion treatments designed for this study. 
Discussion 
Holistic Measure 
As a primary measure for quality, the holistic score 
has been challenged concerning its reliability. High 
Validity and reliability can be achieved using the holistic 
score measure when certain procedures are utilized. These 
Procedures include using a writing prompt and rater 
training processes that include the use of anchor papers, 
checking the reading in progress, multiple independent 
scoring, evaluation, and record keeping (Applebee et al., 
1989. Wh't 
I i e, 1985). 
Using the holistic score measure and the high 
reliability procedures, the means of the holistic scores of 
the treatment groups were compared. The mean holistic 
scores for quality were significantly higher for the direct 
instruction group and the small-group than for the control 
-·,, . ... 
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group . Although this is not an unexpected finding, it doe s 
indicate that revision instruction and overall rated 
quality ar e somehow linked. 
Bridwell's Revision Scoring Guide 
There were significant differences in the mean scores 
between groups when Bridwell's Scoring Guide (Bridwell, 
1980) was used to analyze the number and type of revisions. 
The differences indicated that most revisions were made in 
the Surface, Lexical, Phrase, and Sentence levels of 
revision, and that there were a sign i ficantly higher number 
for the direct instruction group and the small - group 
(except for Phrase level) than for the control group. 
Additionally, there was a positive correlation at the .01 
level between quantity of revisions and rate d qu a lity. 
These findings indicate that students do revise, although 
such revisions appear to be generally associated with lowe r 
levels on the heirarchy of linguistic complexity, and tha t 
increased revision is associated with higher holi s tic 
ratings for quality. 
As a measur e for number and type of r e vis i ons, 
Bridwell' s scoring guide is a complex, exte n s ive , a nd 
perhaps a valuable rating scale. For this study, 
Bridwell's scoring guide presented several probl e ms . 
First, because of the inclusive n a tur e of the seve n l e v e l s 
and a total of 49 sub-categories, teaching raters to u se it 
and b 
ecome familiar with the many sub-categories proved to 
be a 
n exhaustive, time consuming task. Second, the scale 
Proved t 0 be equally frustrating as the researcher and the 
raters h 
eld many training sessions before acceptable 
interrater reliabilities were achieved. Third, there 
seemed t 0 be very subtle differences between some of the 
sub-categories making exact matches between the raters more 
difficult , and finally, the scale was generally difficult 
to use since the raters had to mentally organize to make 
sense of the text while mentally checking off the multiple 
types of revision that might be applicable to the text 
being read and k d · b then physically mar a co ing num er on a 
rating sheet. Perhaps, an analytic scale such as proposed 
by Cooper (1977) would prove to be equally effective and 
much more efficient. 
Implications For Writing Instruction 
This study provides additional support for the 
importance of specific revision instruction in the writing 
Process (Fitzgerald & Markham, 1987). The results from the 
holisti'c · h t h h score measure clearly indicate ta wen teac er 
directed revision instruction was provided, and when small-
group · 'd d Peer gene rated revision instruction was provi e for 
st
udents that the mean scores for these groups were 
Significantly higher than the mean scores for the control 
9 roup that received regular classroom instruction with only 
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Ions to revise the first draft. 
Although not every subject in the study who received 
revision . 
instruction received a higher holistic score on 
the 
second draft, and indeed some received a lower score 
after 
revising, similar to results reported by Perl (1979), 
there 
Were significantly higher holistic ratings for the 
revis· 
Ion instruction groups than for the control group. 
These results suggest that revision instruction should be 
included i· n 
the writing process and perhaps individual 
instruct· 
Ion should be provided for those with writing that 
does 
not seem to improve. 
s· 
Ince the results do strongly indicate that specific 
revision instruction is associated with higher holistic 
scor 
equality ratings, consideration should be given to 
inc1ud· 
Ing revision instruction as part of the writing 
Process. 
Although the writing process is a recursive 
Process according to Flower and Hayes (1980), revision 
Provid 
es an opportunity, sometimes the final opportunity 
for a 
Writers to improve the quality of their written text 
Prior 
to review by the intended audience. 
Recommendations for Continued Research 
This study provides strong support for including 
Spec·f· 1 Ic revision instruction in the classroom for eighth 
9rad 
e students. The significantly higher mean holistic 
Scores for the revision instruction treatment groups as 
138 
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compared · with the control group indicate that specific 
revision . instruction may be an important instructional 
techni 
que for improving the quality of students' writing. 
It · is highly recommended that such specific revision 
instruct· 
ion continue where it is in place, and that it be 
initiated 
where it is not in place, possibly utilizing this 
model 
' as a means of addressing the continuing problem of 
Poor student writing (Applebee et al., 1990). 
There were no significant differences between the mean 
scores 
of the direct instruction group and the small-group 
for th
e holistic score measure for rated quality. Although 
not , significant, the direct instruction group mean score 
for quality was slightly higher 2.93 (SD= .58) than the 
mean score for the small-group 2.91 (SD= .51). It is 
reco 
mmended that either or both methods of instructional 
deliv 
ery be used for specific revision instruction, and 
that . this design be compared with other instructional 
designs 
to determine if similar results are reported. The 
results of this study indicated revision instruction to be 
asso . ciated with higher gualitY ratings. students' prior 
knowledge may have been a factor, and that should be 
considered 1· n subsequent research. 
Since this study involved an instructional component, 
the 
scripted instruction may need some attention. Although 
the 
scripted instruction was tested and refined in a pilot 
stuay, reviewed and refined by the school distric t 
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instructional supervisor, and refined by the teachers in 
the study, it would seem appropriate to continue to refine 
this instructional element. That refinement might also 
include expanding the lesson format to a semester or full 
year component, and then replicating this study to see if 
using revision instruction may provide long-term benefits 
for improving the quality of student writing. 
Replication of this study is recommended with several 
refinements. Longer instructional times should be included 
in order to more accurately duplicate regular year-long 
class instruction to determine what, if any, effect it has 
on the quality of students' persuasive writing. Since 
there has been recent research that indicates a strong 
relationship between overall quality ratings and the number 
of words in an essay, additional attention should possibly 
be given to essay length and word count analyses (Durst, 
Laine, Schultz & Vilter, 1990). The replication should 
perhaps also include an analysis of the number of revisions 
per one hundred words so that some baseline of quantity and 
revision opportunities can be determined for the essays of 
various lengths. 
Finally, it is recommended that this study be 
conducted with younger, elementary grade students and with 
older, high school students to determine if similar, 
significant results can be obtained. 
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COMDOCTING IIIVOIOT U$W0I H TH( emus 
CUil SOl0(l SYSTOI 
ProctM"tS aftd ·sundards 
The 0..r1H Couney School S,sta b MPP1 to. cooperate 111 the furtherance 
of student acadellic 1dY1nceaent •"' the acqutsttiOI of knowltdtt through the 
tndependt11t meuch or study of scklol uu aftd sutt:ttcs. Such acthtt1H, 
however, a,st bt guided by pl"O(tdurtl lad standards wc1c, stnt to 9u1r1ntH that 
tht sequtfttta1 ttachtn9 and 111r1t19 proctSStS of '°~ tHclltr and pup11 t1 our 
1chooh w1l1 aot bt tnttrn,pttd. IIDrt tac,ort111t, tt b our respons1b11tey to 
prottet the ditni\1 and personal rttllts tf UIDH ta our chlrtt by aaint1t1t"9 
ftn11 dtttrwinattOII of the dtspo1tttOI tf 111 4ata and t1for111t1on wtthta our 
files. It 1s for thtse purposes ~t tM fo11ow1n9 procNirtS aftd standards 
hlvt betn utab1 tshtd~ . · 
1. Subait a s\lttllltftt of reuarc, tr study t1ttnttons to tll1s office at 111st 
b,o wets prtor to tnttndtd 8ta tf actt,tt,y t1tttatt01. lncludt: 
a. nits for9 signed by 1pp1te11t (ta dup11catt) 
,. ObJtet htS of stu41 
c. l11stNDtnts to bt wstd 
d. Sptctf1c populattN to M studttd 
e. l11ttndtd data ana1Ah 
f. Propostd acthtey ~le · 
,. eo,111 tf 1pproprt)1i ,.,.1sst01 fol"IIS (P1rt11t, ,rt11CtP11, etc) 
2. If applicant ts 110t ust1tt suftdardtztd tests, subatt ti tllts offtce a copy 
of tnst,.,.,nts to M ustd ta tM m11ru i-o wtks prtor to 1nttndtd 
adll1ntstrat10fl 4att. 
l. lo ruurch or study acthit,y ts t.t M 11tttattd without both tht 
spectftc written appro,a1 by the Juptrtnttndtnt tf Schools, and a sttt 
approval by tht 1ctatntstrat1't "'' (t,t, ,rtactpal) er tht 1outton of 
tht rt1e1rch actt,tttu. 
4. llo student lllo ts stlldttd st1111 M tdtftt1f1td by iw• or other auns tn any 
s,vb11catton resulting froa Uh study. 
S. Tllh rtuarch shill Mt require tht direct sentcu of 1n1 school PtrM>nnt1 
It t 1•s .,r1n9 wh1cll tht1 art OI duty for tht Cll1r1ts County Publtc Schools, 
6. Tht Charles County School S11tta will bt fret to ust any 1n1l71ts, tnfor• 
111t1on, and/or st1ttsttc1 resYlt1nt froa 1ppltc1nt's rtst1rcll actt,tty. 
----~ --- -




~kts av1U1bt1 to tllfs tffkt tllt 1Utf1tfat rtsuJts, 1niJ1sh 1,w 
nttrprtt,tfon of ,n rtSHrd d.tu, u wJJ 11 , copy of tilt ffn1J 
rtsurc11 PIPtr at 1tut bD wttl ,rfor to fts pwbJfe1tton • 
A brftf (1ppro1fa1ttJ1 "'* Pltts1 •scrfptfOft of tllt rtsurcll 1nd fts 
!!,Su1ts h to bf provfdtd to Ufl tfffct for ,tstrf~tfon to p1rtiiti7nd lt41ff:-
ae •wirt thlt tllt prfncfj),J of tM fndfvfdllll school fs responsfblt for 
tht OPfrufons of tllit school; thus llt .. , ffnd ft nectsury to lltOdffy 
or Pt.ct restrfctfons upo,i 1pplfc111t's ,ctfvft, not fndfclttd fn tllfs 
C~nfc,tfOft, 
1f I, tllt undtrs fgned, 19ree to flonor 111 procedures ,-nd st,ndirds herewftll 
Co 
st
td fn the pursu1nct of reseird or study ,ctfyfty rt11tfn9 to tht Cllirlts 
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APPENDIX B 
HOLISTIC SCORING RUBRIC FOR PERSUASIVE WRITING 
HOLISTIC SCORE GUIDE FOR EIGHTH GRADE STUDENTS' 
PERSUASIVE ESSAYS 
l = Unsatisfactory. This score is to be used for 
papers that indicate the writer saw the prompt 
and attempted to respond to it. There is no 
evidence of development. These papers may or may 
not have appropriate paragraph structure, 
sentence structure, or use of conventions, but 
the response is such that it is inappropriate 
for the prompt. 
2 = Minimal. These scores will be used for papers 
that demonstrate one or more of the following: 
o State no position, but give one or more 
arguments-
o Take a position, but list arguments with no 
supporting statements-
o Take a position, but only support arguments 
with opinions-
These papers will not have adequate paragraph and 
sentence structure. These papers will have 
errors in conventions. 
3 = Adequate. These scores will be used for papers 
that state a position and defend most arguments 
with supporting statements. Some statements may 
not go beyond the level of opinion. These 
papers will have adequate paragraph and sentence 
structure. These papers may have errors in 
conventions. 
4 = Elaborated. This superior score will be used 
145 
for papers that clearly take a position and defend 
each argument with multiple supporting statements. 
These arguments will go beyond merely stating 
opinions. These papers will have correct 
paragraph and sentence structure. These papers 
will have few,if any, errors in conventions. 
0 = Illegible, illiterate, misunderstanding the task, 
I don't know or no response. 
APPENDIX C 
REVISION SCORING GUIDE 
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REVISION SCORING GUIDE 
1. Surface Level 
1.1 Spelling 
1.2 Punctuation 
1 . 3 Capitalization 
1.4 Verb form 
1.5 Abbreviations vs. full form 
1.6 Symbols vs. full form 
1.7 Contractions vs. full form 
1.8 Singular vs. plural 
1.9 Morphological conditioning 
1.10 Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
any of the above 
2. Lexical Level 
2.1 Addition 
2.2 Deletion 
2.3 Substitution (synonyms, pronouns) 
2.4 Order shift of single word 
2.5 Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
single words 




3.4 Order shift of complete phrase 
3.5 Expansion of word to phrase 
3.6 Reduction of phrase to word 
3.7 Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
phrases 
4. Clause Level 





4.4 Order shift of complete clause 
4.5 Expansion of word or phrase to clause 
4.6 Reduction of clause to word or phrase 
4.7 Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
clauses 
5. Sentence Level 





I , .. 
5.4 Order shift of complete sentence 
5.5 Expansion of word, phrase, or clause (includes 
de-coordination) 
5.6 Reduction of sentence to word, phrase or clause 
(includes coordination) 
5.7 Transformation 
5.8 Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
sentence 
6. Multi-sentence Level 
(two or more consecutive sentences, categories 6.1-




6.4 Order shift of two or more sentences 









sentence (excepting those changes accounted for 
by category 5.6, clause, phrase, or word 
Indention 
De-indention 
Interlinear and marginal notations related to 
multiple sentences 
Level 
Change in function category of essay 
Change in audience category of essay 
Change in overll content of the paper 
Total re-write of essay with few or no one-to-
one correspondences between sentences 
148 
Taken from: Bridwell, L. S. (1980). Revising strategies 
in twelfth grade students' transactional writing. Research 
in the Teaching of English,_!!, 197-222. 
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SCRIPT FOR DAY 1 
RESEARCH GROUP A (CLASSES Al AND A2) 
Materials 
1. Packets that include an introduction, examples 
of persuasive essays, elements of a persuasive essay, and a 
writing prompt-
2. Overhead transparencies of elements of a 
persuasive essay, the writing process TAP strategy, and the 
writing prompt-
3. Chalkboard with revision definition displayed-
4. Paper and pencils-
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity -
Te acher sele cted (3-5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
During your three years in middle school you have 
learned many things about writing and you have been writing 
often in your language arts class. Much of your writing 
9 
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has been narrative writing or explanatory writing. Almost 
all of you have written in your journals (raise your hand 
if you have or think you have done that type of writing). 
You have already learned many things about writing and the 
steps or process that you should follow in certain types of 
writing. One step in the process of writing is called 
revision. (What is revision in writing?) Write several 
responses on the chalkboard. Revise the responses to fit 
the definition in use (modeling one revision activity). 
Although revision may occur at various points in the 
writing process, we are going to concentrate on the 
revision that occurs after the first draft of your writing. 
For the next three days, we are going to work with 
your writing and revision. It is very important for you to 
pay close attention to all directions and to think of 
revision as a step that will help to improve your writing. 
During the next three days, you will be asked to write a 
first draft of a persuasive essay, you will receive certain 
directions about revision, and then you will be asked to 
write a revised final draft of your work. Each of you have 
many good writing abilities and skills, so plan to do the 
best that you can. 
Lesson Objective 




are going to 
review some things you may already know about 
some things that you may not know about. Most of 
and learn 
now the TAP and count method of writing. Raise your 
You k 
hand if 
you think you remember what TAP and count means 
(Take 
several responses and write appropriate responses on 
c alkboard). You will continue to use this plan as you 
the h 
ur1ng the next few days. Since much of your writing 
Write d . 
een narrative or explanatory, we need to learn about a 
has b 
special 
type of writing that you will be doing for this 
lesson. It is called a £_ersuasive essay. 
Raise your hand 
if you think 
you know what a persuasive essay is about 
I have some things that may help 
(Take several responses). 
You 
understand what this means (distribute the packets). 
you get your packet, read the short introduction and 
look at the 
When 
example of a persuasive essay. 
Lesson Activities 
Very soon you will get a chance to write a persuasive 
essa 
Y, but before you do that we will do some things that 
may help you. (Teacher reads the examples of persuasive 
essay s as students read along silently) 
dire t 
cs students to compare the elements of a persuasive 
essa 
Y with the examples and to identify the elements or as 
many 
as possible in the examples) AS you see, when writing 
a Persuasive essay you are attempting to convince or 
(Teacher then 
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persuade your audience to a certain way of thinking or 
acting or both. Review your examples, look at the elements 
of a persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Summary (First session/day one) 
You have done a good job this period. You have 
reviewed some of the steps in the writing process, and you 
have seen and discussed a form of writing called the 
persuasive essay. When you return, we will review this 
lesson, and you will begin to write your persuasive essay. 
Second Session 
Warmup 
For your notebooks list the elements in a persuasive 
writing activity and the meaning of TAP - (Task, Audience, 
Purpose) 
Review - Previous lesson review 
Review your examples, look at the elements of a 
persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Keep these papers on your desk to use to help you as 
you now begin to write a persuasive essay. Since this will 
be a first draft and you will have an opportunity to revise 
'" ,, 
~7 ' . 
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it later, please use the pencils and paper I have included 
in your packet. Also it is very important that you respond 
to the writing prompt as you have to other prompts you have 
been given in class. Here is your writing assignment. 
(Distribute the prompt) Read the prompt aloud as students 
read it silently. Are there any questions about any words 
in the prompt? If anyone has a question please raise your 
hand. For this activity everyone should work on their own 
essay and follow the directions included with the prompt. 
Do not write your name on any of the writing papers you 
hand in. Each of you will be assigned an identification 
number (ID number). Use that number on all of your papers. 
Allocate 10 minutes for pre-writing. 
Allocate 30 minutes for writing the persuasive essay. 
Remind students of the approaching end of the class 
period and that we will need to collect their papers at the 
end of the period. Remind them that this is a first draft 
and that they will have an opportunity to revise it later. 
Remind students to write their ID number on all sheets of 
paper and return all papers to the packe t. 
collects the packets) 
Summary/Closing 
(Teach e r 
You have done very good work today. You have 
reviewed some of th st · th 
e eps 1n e writing process, you have 





seen and discussed a form of writing called the persuasive 
essay and you have written your own persuasive essay. Next 
we will learn some information about revision or revising, 
and, finally, you will have an opportunity to write a final 
draft of your persuasive essay. 
· i j. 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 2 
CLASS Al DIRECT INSTRUCTION 
Materials 
1. Overhead transparencies of the Lesson 
(Revision), elements of the revision process and examples 
of revisions-
2- Passages with which the teacher demonstrates 
revision-
3. Guided practice passages for students to use in 
mak· lng revisions-
4 • Pencils 
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (2 class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
Choi ce (3-5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
During our last lesson you learned about writing a 
Persuasive essay and wrote your first drafts of your 
Persuasive essay. Today you will learn about a part of the 
Writ· 
ing process called revision. Soon you will be getting 










Today you are going to learn about revision. Revision 
is one of the steps in the writing process that may help 
you to greatly improve the quality of your writing . In 
this case you will be able to revise your persuasive essay 
that you wrote earlier. You will learn about the steps and 
strategies that are included in the revision process. 
Lesson 
Introduction 
Writing is a process that has many steps. One of the 
steps that may be able to improve the quality of your 
writing even after you have written a first draft is called 
revision. Although revision may be accomplished at almost 
any stage of the writing process, we want to concentrate on 
the revision that may help improve your previously written 
first draft persuasive essays. In order to accomplish this 
task, we will identify, discuss, view examples of, and 
practice using elements of the revision procedure. When 
you have accomplished these activities, we will again look 
at your first drafts of the persuasive essay. When you get 
the essay back, you will be asked to consider the things 
.~ 
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You learned d 
, an as you reread your essays make any 
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revis· 
Ions you think are necessary. The final step will be 
for You to 
write a final draft. 
Presentation 
You need to now start thinking about revision. I have 
a def ini tI· on of revision on the board under this chart, but 
What d 0 You know or remember about revision? (Take several 
responses) (Answer: Making any change at any stage in the 
Writing 
Process) (Have only the word "change" on the board 
and r . 
evise it to fit the operational definition as students 
respond) 
(Modeling revision) 
"Change" seems to be an important word in this process 
Of rev· · ISion. If you decided that your essay needed change, 
What 0 Perations or things could you do to it to change your 
Writing? (Take several responses and put them into 
categ . 0 ries on 
Substitut· Ions, 
the board.) (Answer: Additions, Deletions, 
Rearrangements). 
summary (Session l) 
This class period you have discussed revision and 
Started to give examples and see examples of different 
kinds 
Of revision. When we return for the second class 
tod b f ay, You will find out important information a out our 
categories of revision that will help you when you begin 
1111 
revising your persuasive essays. 
Session 2 (second meeting of the day) 
Warmup 
For your notebooks, write a definition of revision -
Review from the previous lesson 
You need to start thinking about revision again! 
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"Change" seems to be an important word in this process of 
revision. Last period you listed some things you could do 
if you found that your essay needed changing. Let's look 
at these again and see if we need to add some to the list. 
(Take student responses). Let's look at four important 
categories in which changes may occur. (Present the four 
categories - explain/discuss). 
Additions 
During revision, additions usually include 
e diting changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling), 
words added, phrases added, sentences added and paragraphs 
added. (Use example, identify additions and then have 
students suggest additional additions.) (Students should 
write these on their copy and draw arrows to indicate where 
the additions should go.) (Get several student responses 
a nd comment briefly on them.) Additions involve adding 
ing to your work, but sometimes as you revise you someth' 
need t an opposite way. 0 make changes 1·n · 
Deletions 
During revision, deletions usually include 
editing 
changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling) 
160 
words d eleted, phrases deleted, sentences deleted and 
Paragraphs deleted. 
u revise your writing drafts. (Use example, identify 
some or all of these may be necessary 
as yo 
ions and then have students suggest additional delet· 
(Students should write these on their copy and 
delet· ions.) 
arrows to indicate where the deletions should be draw 
made.) 
(Get several student responses and comment briefly 
Deletions involve taking something out of your 
on them.) 
'but sometimes as you revise you maY need to delete 
\tlo r k 
and add . in the same operation. This can be called 
You substitute one thing for another. 
SUbst· itut· ion. 
substitutions 
During revision, substitutions usually include 
edit· ing changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling), 
Word substitution, phrase substitution, sentence 
substitut· 
10n and paragraph substitution. some or all of 
thes 
e may be necessary as you revise your writing drafts. 
(Use 
example, identify substitutions and then have students 
"' 'Ii 
I " I' 
,, ' 
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suggest additional substitutions.) (Students should write 
these on their copy and draw arrows to indicate where the 
Substitutions should be made.) (Get several student 
responses and comment briefly on them.) Substitutions 
involve taking something out of your drafts and replacing 
it With something more appropriate or something that will 
improve your essay. There may be times as you revise that 
You do not need to add, delete or substitute. As you read 
Your essay, possibly after you have added, deleted and 
Substituted, it seems to have all of the facts, arguments, 
elaboration and TAP considerations but some things seem out 
of Place or out of sequence. This might require 
rearrangement. This is writing events in the proper order. 
Rearrangements 
During revision rearrangements usually include 
word rearrangement, sentence rearrangement and paragraph 
rearrangement. Some or all of these may be necessary as 
You revise your writing drafts. (Use example, identify 
rearrangements and then have students suggest additional 
rearrangements.) (Students should write why they think a 
rearrangement is necessary and draw arrows to indicate what 
the revision is and where it should be made.) (Get several 
student responses and comment briefly on them.) 
Rearrangements involve reading the entire written work and 
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looking for a proper sequence, a logical sequence, a "does 
it make sense" sequence and a "does it say what I want it 
to say" sequence. 
Summary 
Let's review some of the things from today that may 
help you to improve your writing. 
One of the steps in the writing process that 
involves change is called ---- ---- Raise your hand 
if you think you know. (Answer: REVISION) 
Today we learned about four kinds of things you 
can do to change or revise your writing. I will mention 
several terms. When you hear me say any of the four 
revision steps, quickly raise your hand. (Divisions, 
Multiplications, Additions, (write it on the board) 
Receptions, Deletions, (write it on the board) Replies, 
Disruptions, Substitutions, (write it on the board) Marks, 
Institutions, Alterations, Rearrangements (write it on the 
board). Good work! 
Closing 
You have done a very good job today. Tomorrow, we 
will review the things you have learned about revision and 
work on using that information to revise your essays and 
then write a final draft of your persuasive essay. 
" ' 
j I' I 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 2 
CLASS A2 




Group selection procedures 
Revision Guide Sheet and Individual Peer-
Response Sheet 
3 • Pencils 
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
warm-up 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
choi ce (3-5 minutes) 
Advance organizer 
163 
During your 1ast lesson you learned about writing a 
Persu · f 
as1ve essay and completed writing your irst draft of 
Your persuasive essay, one of the reasons for planning to 
Write a first draft is that there maY be some changes you 
want to make before you consider it complete and finished, 
Toa 
ay we are going to work in some special groups where you 
w· 1 1 
1 do certain things to help each other to improve your 
f" irst drafts of your persuasive essays. 
Sometimes when you write, the things you have written 
seem t 1 d o be clear to you but maY not seem c ear an complete 
I' ' ,, 
. :.' }11• 
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your compos1t1ons. ne way to help 
to 0ther s as they read · · o 
improve your drafts is to have others read them and make 
suggeS t ions for improvement. 
Lesson 
You are going to work in groups of two today to help 
0 
er improve your persuasive essay drafts. It is not 
each th 
s est to have a friend review your writing, so we 
alway b 
select groups randomly for today's activity. 
Will 
(Sele 
ct groups randomly as much as possible - some groups 
of 
th
ree may be necessary - adjust for personality 
conflict) 
This cooperative activity has responsibilities and 
rewards. 
In order for your group to receive an "A", each 
r must complete a response sheet for other members and 
membe 
uss suggested improvements to the draft essays. Each 
disc 
er will receive an "A" for completing a final, revised 
memb . 
draft of the1· r essay. 
When you get with your partner, each of you need to 
read 
your partner's essay quietlY and carefully and then 
complete a peer response sheet for your partner. Your 
Partner is expected to do the same for you. Remember, read 
partner's draft essay first and fill out a peer 
Your 
response sheet. (Allow 10 minutes before discussion in the 
group is authorized.) 
In turn, discuss each essay briefly and quietly using 
Your response sheet comments to help make suggestions for 
,,+ 1:,, '' 
,,,,,. 
improving the essay draft. I will come around to your 
groups to assist and answer your questions. 
Summary (First Session - Day 2) 
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(Return to your regular seats quietly!) This period is 
almost over. By raising your hand, how many found some 
th ings that might need changing as you talked to the 
members of your group? When you return, we will review 
th is lesson, and you will be able to continue to work in 




Functional reading activities/teache r choice 
Review - Previous lesson review 
You have a "Revision Guide Shee t". Ge t it out on your 
desk, please. This sheet describes types of changes that 
You might make in your essay drafts. You will be able to 
refer to this sheet as you consider changes (revisions) you 
migh t wi s h to ma ke in your ess ay dar f ts. (Di scus s e ach 
item on the sheet. Answer questions students may have 
about any item.) 
Wh e n you g e t in you r group aga in, continue to revi ew 
th e comments on your peer response sheet. Use the revision 





to the essay drafts. Also, continue to discuss quietly the 
Possible changes that could improve group members' essays. 
I . l 
wi l again come around to your groups to assist you and 
to answer your questions. 
Closing/Summary 
(Return to your regular seats quietly!) 
You have worked well today on a difficult task. 
Tomorrow, you will be using the information on revision and 
the guide sheets from today to revise your drafts and write 
a final draft of your persuasive essay. 
1. 
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SCRIPT FOR DAY 3 
DIRECT INSTRUCTION (CLASS Al) 
Materials 




Copies of the writing prompt-
Pencils and paper-
Time 
Approximate ly 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Wa rm- up 
Journal writing/functional writing activities (3-
5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
During your last class, you learned about revision and 
types of revisions that could improve your writing. Today, 
You Will put that knowledge to good use. 
Objective 
Today is an important day in this class! You will be 
able to k · · · d th wor on 1mprov1ng your persuasive essay an en 
Write a final draft to be turned in to me. 
Lesson 
Write "Compare, Diagnose, Operate (CDO)" on the board. 
Discuss: 
COMPARE - Are the words, phrases and sentences 
that state your position, argue your facts and convince 
Your audience in your persuasive essay saying what you 
intend to say? 
DIAGNOSE - If they are not, which part(s) are 
wrong? 
OPERATE - Using information you have learned 
about persuasive writing and revision, what can you 
Possibly do to correct the problem in your essay? 
After a presentation and discussion of this revision 
Procedure, allow students to apply the procedure to their 
draft essays. Have students share some of their attempts 
if time permits. 
Summary (Session 1) 
This class period you have reviewed persuasive writing 
and revision strategies. When you return for your second 
Class, you will work on your final persuasive essay. 
Session 2 (Second meeting of the day) 
Warmup 
For your notebooks, explain (CDO) -
Lesson 
Review the steps in the revision process. 
Procedures 
Distribute paper and pencils to students. 
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Distribute to each student a copy of her or his 
first draft of the persuasive essay. 
Distribute the writing prompt to anyone without 
it. 
Directions: Use the information and/or materials 
we have discussed during our lessons 
on revision as you revise your first 
draft of your persuasive essay. 
Write a final draft to hand in. 
Make any changes necessary to 
improve your final draft. You will 
have 30 minutes to complete your 
final draft. Keep your papers until 
I ask for them. Check for errors, 
and be prepared to hand in your 
draft and final paper. 
Summary 
You have done a very good job with your writing 
efforts during the past few days. Revising your writing 
drafts can possibly help you to improve your writing. 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 3 
SMALL-GROUP PEER RESPONSE 
Materials 
1. Peer response sheets-
CLASS A2) 
2. Copies of the students' first draft of the 
persuasive essay-
3. Paper and pencils-
4. Copies of the writing prompt-
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 




During your last class, you learned about revision and 
types of revisions that could improve your writing. You 
also worked in small groups or with partners in order to 
help others improve their writing by suggesting 
improvements. Today, you will put that knowledge to good 
use. 
Objective 
Today is an important day in this class! You will be 
able to work on improving your persuasive essay and then 
write a final draft to be turned in. 
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Lesson 
You are going to be able to work in your groups again 
When I tell you to get in your group or with 
th is period. 
a partner, please do so quietly and quickly. Follow the 
same 
procedure for reading and responding to the writing 
within the 
group as was utilized during the last class 
Period. 
summary (Session 1) 
This class period you have reviewed revision strategies 
and 
continued to work in peer groups to get suggestions for 
0 
improve your writing. When you return for your 
ways t . 
class, you will work on your final persuasive essay. 
second 
You 1 
Session 2 (Second meeting of the day) 
warmup 
For your notebooks, list the categories of revision 
earned about and give one example of each. 
Lesson 
Review the steps in the revision process. 
Procedures 
Distribute paper and pencils to students. 
Distribute to each student a copy of her or his 
first draft of the persuasive essay. 
Distribute the writing prompt. 
Directions: use the information and/or materials 
' :•.'~I 
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we have discussed during our lessons 
on revision as you revise your first 
draft of your persuasive essay. 
write a final draft to hand in. 
Make any changes necessary to 
improve your final draft. You will 
have 30 minutes to complete your 
final draft. Keep your papers until 
I ask for them. Check for errors, 
and be prepared to hand in your 
draft and final paper. 
summary 
You have done a verY good job with your writing 
s during the past few days. Revising your writing 
effort 
drafts 





SCRIPTED LESSONS FOR RESEARCH GROUP B 
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SCRIPT FOR DAY l 
RESEARCH GROUP B (CLASSES Bl AND B2) 
Materials 
1. Packets that include an introduction, samples 
of persuasive essays, elements of a persuasive essay and a 
writing prompt-
2. Overhead transparencies of elements of a 
persuasive essay, the writing process TAP strategy, and the 
writing prompt-
3. Chalkboard with revision definition displayed-
4. Paper and pencils-
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
selected (3-5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
During your three years in middle school you have 
learned many things about writing and you have been writing 
often in your language arts class. Much of your writing 
has been narrative writing or explanatory writing. Almost 
all of you have written in your journals (raise your hand 
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if you have or think you have done that type of writing). 
You have already learned many things about writing and the 
steps or process that you should follow in certain types of 
writing. One step in the process of writing is called 
revision . (What is revision in writing?) Write several 
responses on the chalkboard. Revise the responses to fit 
the definition in use (modeling one revision activity). 
Although revision may occur at various points in the 
writing process, we are going to concentrate on the 
revision that occurs after the first draft of your writing. 
For the next three days we are going to work with your 
writing and revision. It is very important for you to pay 
close attention to all directions and to think of revision 
as a step that will help to improve your writing. During 
the next three days you will be asked to write a first 
draft of a persuasive essay, you will receive certain 
directions about revision and then you will be asked to 
write a revised final draft of your work. Each of you have 
many good writing abilities and skills, so plan to do the 
best that you can. 
Lesson Objective 
We are going to get started right away. Today, you 
are going to review some things you may already know about 
ana learn some things that you may not know about. Most of 
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you know the TAP and Count method of writing. Raise your 
hand if you think you remember what TAP and Count means 
(Take several responses and write appropriate responses on 
the chalkboard). You will continue to use this plan as you 
write during the next few days. Since much of your writing 
has been narrative or explanatory, we need to learn about a 
special type of writing that you will be doing for this 
lesson. It is called a persuasive essay. Raise your hand 
if you think you know what a persuasive essay is about 
(Take several responses). I have some things that may help 
you understand what this means (distribute the packets). 
When you get your packet, read the short introduction and 
look at the example of a persuasive essay. 
Lesson Activities 
Very soon you will get a chance to write a persuasuve 
essay, but before you do that we will do some things that 
may help you. (Teacher reads the examples of persuasive 
essays as students read along silently) (Teacher then 
directs students to compare the elements of a persuasive 
essay with the examples and to identify the elements or as 
many as possible in the examples) As you see, when writing 
a persuasive essay you are attempting to convince or 
persuade your audience to a certain way of thinking or 
acting or both. Review your examples, look at the elements 
• 
• 
of a persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Summary (First session/day one) 
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You have done a good job this period. You have 
reviewed some of the steps in the writing process, and you 
have seen and discussed a form of writing called the 
persuasive essay. When you return, we will review this 
lesson, and you will begin to write your persuasive essay. 
Second Session 
Warmup 
For notebooks list elements in a persuasive writing 
activity and the meaning of TAP -
Review (Previous lesson review) 
Review your examples, look at the elements of a 
persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Keep these papers on your desk to use to help you as 
you now begin to write a persuasive essay. Since this will 
be a first draft and you will have an opportunity to revise 
it later, please use the pencils and paper I have included 
in your packet. Also it is very important that you respond 
to the writing prompt as you have to other prompts you have 
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been given in class. Here is your writing assignment. 
(Distribute the prompt.) Read the prompt aloud as students 
read it silently. Are there any questions about any words 
in the prompt? If anyone has a question please raise your 
hand. For this activity everyone should work on their own 
essay and follow the directions included with the prompt. 
Do not write your name on any of the writing papers you 
hand in. Each of you will be assigned an identification 
number (ID number). Use that number on all of your papers. 
Allocate 10 minutes for pre-writing. 
Allocate 30 minutes for writing the persuasive essay. 
Remind students of the approaching end of the class 
period and that we will need to collect the papers at the 
end of the period. Remind them that this is a first draft 
and that they will have an opportunity to revise it later. 
Remind students to write their ID number on all sheets of 
paper and return all papers to the packet. 
collects the packets) 
Summary/Closing 
(Teacher 
You have done very good work today. You have 
reviewed some of the steps in the writing process, you have 
seen and discussed a form of writing called the persuasive 
essay and you have written your own persuasive essay. Next 
we will learn some information about revision or revising, 
and finally you will have an opportunity to write a final 
draft of your persuasive essay. The essay and all 




SCRIPT FOR DAY 2 
DIRECT INSTRUCTION (CLASS Bl) 
1. Overhead transparencies of the Lesson 
(Revision), elements of the revision process and examples 
of revisions-
2. Passages with which the teacher demonstrates 
revision-
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3. Guided practice passages for students to use in 
making revisions-
4. Paper and pencils-
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (2 class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
choice (3 - 5 minute s) 
Advance Organizer 
During our l ast lesson you l e arned a bou t wri ti ng a 
persuasive essay and wrote your first drafts of your 
persuasive essay. Today you will l e arn about a part o f the 
wr i ting p r o ce s s calle d revis i on. Soon you wil l b e getting 
a c h ance t o rev ise you r first draft o f y o u r persuas i ve 
e ssay . 
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Lesson Objectives 
Today you are going to learn about revision. Revision 
is one of the steps in the writing process that may help 
you to greatly improve the quality of your writing. In 
this case you will be able to revise your persuasive essay 
that you wrote earlier. You will learn about the steps and 
strategies that are included in the revision process. 
Lesson 
Introduction 
Writing is a process that has many steps. One of the 
steps that may be able to improve the quality of your 
writing even after you have written a first draft is called 
revision. Although revision may be accomplished at almost 
any stage of the writing process, we want to concentrate on 
the revision that may help improve your previously written 
first draft persuasive essays. In order to accomplish this 
task, we will identify, discuss, view examples of, and 
practice using elements of the revision procedure. When 
you have accomplished these activities, we will again look 
at your first drafts of the persuasive essay. When you get 
the essay back, you will be asked to consider the things 
you learned, and as you reread your essays make any 
182 
revisions you think are necessary. The final step will be 
for you to write a final draft. 
Presentation 
You need to now start thinking about revision. I have 
a definition of revision on the board under this chart, but 
what do you know or remember about revision? (Take several 
responses) (Answer: Making any change at any stage in the 
writing process) (Have only the word "change" on the board 
and revise it to fit the operational definition as students 
respond.) (Modeling revision) 
"Change" seems to be an important word in this process 
of revision. If you decided that your essay needed change, 
what operations or things could you do to it to change your 
writing? (Take several responses and put them into 
categories on the board.) (Answer: Additions, Deletions, 
Substitutions, Rearrangements). 
Summary (Session 1) 
This class period you have discussed revision and 
started to give examples and see examples of different 
kinds of revision. When we return for the second class 
today, you will find out important information about four 
categories of revision that will help you when you begin 
revising your persuasive essays. 
Session 2 (second meeting of the day) 
Warmup 
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For your notebooks, write a definition of revision -
Review From The Previous Lesson 
You need to start thinking about revision again! 
"Change" seems to be an important word in this process of 
revision. Last period you listed some things you could do 
if you found that your essay needed changing. Let's look 
at these again and see if we need to add some to the list. 
(Take student responses). Let's look at four important 
categories in which changes may occur. (Present the four 
categories - explain/discuss). 
Additions 
During revision, additions usually include 
editing changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling), 
words added, phrases added, sentences added and paragraphs 
added. (Use example, identify additions and then have 
students suggest additional additions.) (Students should 
write these on their copy and draw arrows to indicate where 
the additions should go.) (Get several student responses 
and comment briefly on them.) Additions involve adding 
something to your work, but sometimes as you revise you 




During revision, deletions usually include 
editing changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling) 
words deleted, phrases deleted, sentences deleted and 
paragraphs deleted. Some or all of these may be necessary 
as you revise your writing drafts. (Use example, identify 
deletions and then have students suggest additional 
deletions.) (Students should write these on their copy and 
draw arrows to indicate where the deletions should be 
made.) (Get several student responses and comment briefly 
on them.) Deletions involve taking something out of your 
work, but sometimes as you revise you may need to delete 
and add in the same operation. This can be called 
substitution. You substitute one thing for another. 
Substitutions 
During revision, substitutions usually include 
editing changes(capitalization, punctuation, spelling), 
word substitution, phrase substitution, sentence 
substitution and paragraph substitution. Some or all of 
these may be necessary as you revise your writing drafts. 
(Use example, identify substitutions and then have students 
suggest additional substitutions.) (Students should write 
these on their copy and draw arrows to indicate where the 
substitutions should be made.) (Get several student 
'I , 
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responses and comment briefly on them.} Substitutions 
involve taking something out of your drafts and replacing 
it with something more appropriate or something that will 
improve your essay. There may be times as you revise that 
you do not need to add, delete or substitute. As you read 
your essay, possibly after you have added, deleted and 
substituted, it seems to have all of the facts, arguments, 
elaboration and TAP considerations but some things seem out 
of place or out of sequence. This might require 
rearrangement. This is writing events in the proper order. 
Rearrangements 
During revision rearrangements usually include 
word rearrangement, sentence rearrangement and paragraph 
rearrangement. Some or all of these may be necessary as 
you revise your writing drafts. (Use example, identify 
rearrangements and then have students suggest additional 
rearrangements.} (Students should write why they think a 
rearrangement is necessary and draw arrows to indicate what 
the revision is and where it should be made.} (Get several 
student responses and comment briefly on them.} 
Rearrangements involve reading the entire written work and 
looking for a proper sequence, a logical sequence, a "does 
it make sense" sequence and a "does it say what I want it 
to say" sequence. 
p 
Summary 
Let's review some of the things from today that may 
help you to improve your writing. 
One of the steps in the writing process that 
involves change is called -------- Raise your hand 
if you think you know. (Answer: REVISION) 
Today we learned about four kinds of things you 
can do to change or revise your writing. I will mention 
several terms. When you hear me say any of the four 
revision steps, quickly raise your hand. (Divisions, 
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Multiplications, Additions, (write it on the board) 
Receptions, Deletions, (write it on the board) Replies, 
Disruptions, Substitutions, (write it on the board) Marks, 
Institutions, Alterations, Rearrangements (write it on the 
board). Good work! 
Closing 
You have done a very good job today. Tomorrow, we 
will review the things you have learned about revision, 
work on using that information to revise your essays and 
then write a final draft of your persuasive essay. 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 2 
CLASS B2 PEER RESPONSE GROUP/COOPERATIVE LEARNING 
Materials 
1. Group selection procedures 




Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity Teacher 
choice (3-5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
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During your last lesson you learned about writing a 
persuasive essay and completed writing your first draft of 
your persuasive essay. One of the reasons for planning to 
write a first draft is that there may be some changes you 
want to make before you consider it complete and finished. 
Today we are going to work in some special groups where you 
will do certain things to help each other to improve your 
first drafts of your persuasive essays. 
Sometimes when you write, the things you have written 
seem to be clear to you but may not seem clear and complete 
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to Others as they read your compositions. One way to help 
impr 
ove Your drafts is to have others read them and make 
suggest ions for improvement. 
Lesson 
You are going to work in groups of two today to help 
each 
Other improve your persuasive essay drafts. It is not 
always b 
est to have a friend review your writing so we will 
select 
groups randomly for today's activity. 
(Se1 
ect groups randomly as much as possible - some groups 
Of th 
ree may be necessary - adjust for personality 
conflict) 
This cooperative activity has responsibilities and 
tewaras. 
In order for your group to receive an "A", each 
membe 
r must complete a response sheet for other members and 
discu 
ss suggested improvements to the draft essays. Each 
member . 
w111 receive an "A" for completing a final, revised 
draft of 
their essay. 
When you get with your partner, each of you need to 
reaa 
Your partner's essay quietly and carefully and then 
complete a h t f r partner Your peer responses ee or you . 
Partner . 
ls expected to do the same for you. Remember, read 
Your . 
Partner's draft essay first and fill out a peer 
response sheet. (Allow 10 minutes before discussion in the 
9toup is 
authorized.) 
In turn, discuss each essay briefly and quietly using 
Your 




the essay draft. I will come around to your 
assist and answer your questions. 
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Summary (First Session - Day 2) 
(Return to your regular seats quietly!) 
'I'h . 
ls Period is almost over. By raising your hand, how many 
founa 
some things that might need changing as you talked to 
the 





' and you will be able to continue to work in 
to improve, change and revise your group's 
Second Session 
Warmup 
Functional reading activities/teacher choice 
Review - Previous Lesson Review 
You have a "Revision Guide Sheet". Get it out on your 
desk 
'Please. This sheet describes types of changes that 
You · 
might make in your essay drafts. You will be able to 
refer to thi's 'd h ( . . ) sheet as you consi er c anges revisions you 
might Wish to make in your essay darfts. (Discuss each 
item 0 n the sheet. Answer questions students may have 
about any item.) 
When you get in your group again, continue to review 
the 
comments on your peer response sheet. Use the revision 
-
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ide sheet to help your group consider possible revisions gu· 
to 
th
e essay drafts. Also, continue to discuss quietly the 
that could improve group mem ers essays. 
possible changes . b ' 
ain come around to your groups to assist you and 
I Will ag . 
ques ions. to answer your t' 
closing/Summary 
(Return to your regular seats quietly!) 
You have worked well today on a difficult task. 
Tomorrow, you will be using the information on revision and 
the guide sheets from today to revise your drafts and write 
inal draft of your persuasive essay. a f' 
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SCRIPT FOR DAY 3 
DIRECT INSTRUCTION CLASS Bl) 
Materials 
1. Copies of students' first drafts of their persuasive 
essays-
2. Copies of the writing prornpt-
3. Paper and pencils -
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal writing/functional writing activities (3 - 5 
minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
During your last class, you learned about revision and 
types of revisions that could improve your writing. Today, 
you will put that knowledge to good use. 
Objective 
Today is an important day in this class! You will be 
able to work on improving your persuasive essay and then 
write a final draft to be turned in. 
Lesson 
Write "Compare, Diagnose, Operate (CDO)" on the board. 
Discuss: 
COMPARE - Are the words, phrases and sentences 
that state your position, argue your facts and convince 
your audience in your persuasive essay saying what you 
intend to say? 
DIAGNOSE - If they are not, which part(s) are 
wrong? 
OPERATE - Using information you have learned 
about persuasive writing and revision, what can you 
possibly do to correct the problem in your essay? 
After a presentation and discussion of this revision 
procedure, allow students to apply the procedure to their 
draft essays. Have students share some of their attempts 
if time permits. 
Summary (Session 1) 
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This class period you have reviewed persuasive writing 
and revision strategies. When you return for your second 
class, you will work on your final persuasive essay. 
Session 2 (Second meeting of the day) 
For your notebooks, explain (CDO) -
Lesson 
Review the steps in the revision process. 
Procedures 
Distribute paper and pencils to students. 
Distribute to each student a copy of her or his 
first draft of the persuasive essay. 
Distribute the writing prompt. 
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Directions: Use the information and/or materials 
we have discussed during our lessons 
on revision as you revise your first 
draft of your persuasive essay. 
Write a final draft to hand in. 
Make any changes necessary to 
improve your final draft. You will 
have 30 minutes to complete your 
final draft. Keep your papers until 
I ask for them. Check for errors, 
and be prepared to hand in your 
draft and final paper. 
summary 
You have done a very good job with your writing 
s during the past few days. Revising your writing 
effort 
drafts can possibly help you to improve your writing. 
1. 
2. 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 3 




Copies of the students' first draft of their 
Persu , as1ve essays-
3. 
4. 
Copies of the writing prompt-
Paper and pencils-
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
warmup 




During your last class, you learned about revision and 
types of revisions that could improve your writing. You 
also 
worked in small groups or with partners in order to 
help others · b t' improve their writing y sugges 1ng 
imp 
rovements. Today, you will put that knowledge to good 
use. 
Objective 
Today is an important daY in this class! You will be 
able to . d work on improving your persuasive essay an then 




You are going to be able to work in your groups again 
this period. When I tell you to get in your group or with 
a partner, please do so quietly and quickly. Follow the 
same procedure for reading and responding to the writing 
within the group as was utilized during the last class 
period. 
Summary (Session 1) 
This class period you have reviewed revision strategies 
and continued to work in peer groups to get suggestions for 
ways to improve your writing. When you return for your 
second class, you will work on your final persuasive essay. 
Session 2 (Second meeting of the day) 
Warmup 
For your notebooks, list the categories of revision 
you learned about and give one example of each. 
Lesson 
Review the steps in the revision process. 
Procedures 
Distribute paper and pencils to students. 
Distribute to each student a copy of her or his 
first draft of the persuasive essay. 
Distribute the writing prompt . 
Directions: Use the information and/or materials 
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we have discussed during our lessons 
on revision as you revise your first 
draft of your persuasive essay. 
Write a final draft to hand in. 
Make any changes necessary to 
improve your final draft. You will 
have 30 minutes to complete your 
final draft. Keep your papers until 
I ask for them. Check for errors, 
and be prepared to hand in your 
draft and final paper. 
Summary 
You have done a very good job with your writing 
efforts during the past few days. Revising your writing 
drafts can possibly help you to improve your writing. 
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SCRIPTED LESSONS FOR CONTROL GROUP C 
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SCRIPT FOR DAY 1 
CONTROL GROUP C (CLASSES Cl AND C2) 
Materials 
Packets that include an introduction, samples 
Of p 
ersuasive essays, elements of a persuasive essay and a 
1. 
writing prompt-
Overhead transparencies of elements of a 
2. 
Persuasive 
essay, the writing process TAP strategy, and the 
writing prompt-





Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
e (3-5 minutes) select d 
Advance organizer 
During your three years in middle school you have 
lear 
ned many things about writing and you have been writing 
often · 
in your language arts class. Much of your writing 
has been . . narrative writing or explanatory writing. Almost 
a11 of 
you have written in your journals (raise your hand 
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if you have or think you have done that type of writing). 
You have already learned many things about writing and the 
steps or process that you should follow in certain types of 
writing. One step in the process of writing is called 
revision. (What is revision in writing?) Write several 
responses on the chalkboard. Revise the responses to fit 
the definition in use (modeling one revision activity). 
Although revision may occur at various points in the 
writing process, we are going to concentrate on the 
revision that occurs after the first draft of your writing. 
For the next three days we are going to work with your 
writing and revision. It is very important for you to pay 
close attention to all directions and to think of revision 
as a step that will help to improve your writing. During 
the next three days you will be asked to write a first 
draft of a persuasive essay, you will receive certain 
directions about revision and then you will be asked to 
write a revised final draft of your work. Each of you have 
many good writing abilities and skills, so plan to do the 
best that you can. 
Lesson Objective 
We are going to get started right away. Today, you 
are going to review some things you may already know abou t 
and learn some things that you may not know about. Most of 
You know the TAP and Count method of writing. Raise your 
ha
nd 
if you think you remember what TAP and Count means 
('I'ake 
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several responses and write appropriate responses on 
th
e chalkboard). You will continue to use this plan as you 
wr · 
lte during the next few days. Since much of your writing 
has b 
een narrative or explanatory, we need to learn about a 
Special 
lesson. 
type of writing that you will be doing for this 
It is called a persuasive essay. Raise your hand 
if You think you know what a persuasive essay is about 
('I'ake 
several responses). I have some things that may help 
You Understand what this means (distribute the packets). 
When You get your packet, read the short introduction and 
look 
at the examples of persuasive essays. 
Lesson Activities 
Very soon you will get a chance to write a persuasuve 
essay b d th· , ut before you do that we will o some 1ngs that 
may help you. (Teacher reads the examples of persuasive 
essays as students read along silently) (Teacher then 
dire t 
cs students to compare the elements of a persuasive 
essay · · f h 1 t Wlth the examples and to ident1 y tee emen s or as 
many h 
as possible in the examples) As you see, wen writing 
a Persuasive essay you are attempting to convince or 
Persuade your audience to a certain way of thinking or 
act· 
lng or both. Review your examples, look at the elements 
of a persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Summary (First session/day one) 
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You have done a good job this period. You have 
reviewed some of the steps in the writing process, and you 
have seen and discussed a form of writing called the 
persuasive essay. When you return, we will review this 
lesson, and you will begin to write your persuasive essay. 
Second Session 
Warmup 
For your notebooks list the elements in a persuasive 
writing activity and the meaning of TAP -
Review (Previous Lesson Review) 
Review your examples, look at the elements of a 
persuasive essay and raise your hand if you have any 
questions about what persuasive essays attempt to do or 
what elements or parts they have. 
Keep these papers on your desk to use to help you as 
you now begin to write a persuasive essay. Since this will 
be a first draft and you will have an opportunity to revise 
it later, please use the pencils and paper I have included 
in your packet. Also it is very important that you respond 
to the writing prompt as you have to other prompts you have 
been given i'n 
class. Here is your writing assignment. 
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(Dist 'b 
ri Ute the prompt) Read the prompt aloud as students 
reaa . 
It Silently. Are there any questions about any words 
in the 
Prompt? If anyone has a question please raise your 
hana . 
For this activity everyone should work on their own 
essay and follow the directions included with the prompt. 
Do 
not write your name on any of the writing papers you 
hana in. 
Each of you will be assigned an identification 
numb 
er (ID number). Use that number on all of your papers. 
Allocate 10 minutes for pre-writing. 
Allocate 30 minutes for writing the persuasive essay. 
Remind students of the approaching end of the class 
Perioa 
and that we will need to collect their papers at the 
end Of th 
e period. Remind them that this is a first draft 
a
nd 
that they will have an opportunity to revise it later. 
Rem· 
Ind students to write their ID number on all sheets of 
Paper 
and return all papers to the packet. (Teacher 
collects the packets) 
Summary/Closing 
You have done very good work today. You have 
rev· 
Iewea some of the steps in the writing process, you have 
Seen ana discussed a form of writing called the persuasive 
essay . 
and you have written your own persuasive essay. Next 
We · 
Wlll learn some information about revision or revising, 
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and, finally, you will have an opportunity to write a final 
draft of your persuasive essay. The paper will be 
collected and checked. 
-
SCRIPT FOR DAY 2 
CONTROL GROUP (CLASSES Cl AND C2) 
Materials 
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1. Students' first draft of their persuasive essay 
written from the prompt-
2. Examples of persuasive essays-
3. Chalkboard for lesson objectives-
4. Paper and pencils 
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
selected (3 - 5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
Yesterday you wrote a first draft of your persuasive 
essay. Today we will look at several examples of 
persuasive essays and you will then be able to spend some 
time working on your draft to revise it and/or to improve 
it. 
Lesson Objective 
Today you will revise your first draft of the 
' res 
Persuasive essay in order to improve it or make it sound 
and look better. You will also be able to review the 
Persuasive essays written by other people that we used 
Yesterday to learn about persuasive writing. 
Introduction 
One way to improve our writing is to review what we 
have written and then revise our drafts in order to make 
them better (easier to understand, stating exactly what we 
Want to say, etc.) 
Presentation 
As you get copies of your first draft of your 
Persuasive essay back, check to see that you have the 
correct paper (ID number). (Distribute the essays.) 
Before you start writing and revising your essays, review 
th
e examples of persuasive essays that we used yesterday. 
Please revise your writing to make it better. 
Summary (First s e ssion/day two) 
You have done some very good work this period. You 
have 
seen examples of persuasive essays, and you have 
st
arted to revise your f irst drafts. Raise your hand i f 
You have done these things. During the next period, you 
w·1 1 1 be able to spend some additional time working to 
e tee IIJ 
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For your notebooks, write as many elements of a 
Persuasive writing activity as you can-
Review (Previous lesson review) 
Please use the paper and pencils on your desk to 
revise or make changes in your essay. Revise your essay to 
try to make it better. 
Guided/Independent Practice 
If you have any questions, please raise your hand and 
I Will come to your area and assist you. 
Summary 
As you finish your revisions of your first draft, 
Please make sure that you put your ID number on all sheets 
of Paper that you are using and then be r e ady to hand in 
al 1 of your work. (Collect Al 1 Student Work) 
You have done a very nice job of working on your 
re · 
visions today. Tomorrow we will spend some time 
reviewing our persuasive essays and revision. Finally, I 




Write a final draft that you will hand in before the end of 
Your class period. The papers will be checked. 
r 
' 
SCRIPT FOR DAY 3 
CONTROL GROUP CLASSES (Cl AND C2) 
Materials 
1. Paper and pencils 
2. Copy of each student's persuasive essay 
Time 
Approximately 100 minutes (Two class periods) 
Warmup 
Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
selected (3 - 5 minutes) 
Advance Organizer 
We are nearing the end of this special persuasive 
writing project. Today, you will be able to spend time 
making changes to improve your essay and prepare to write 
your final draft to be handed in to me. 
Lesson 
Review the writing prompt. 
Remind students to revise or make changes to improve 
their essays. 
Summary (First session/day three) 
You have been working to make your persuasive essays 
better by making changes or, in other words, by revising 
them . 
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During the next class, you will review the work you have 
done, and you will be able to write your final draft of 




Journal entry/functional writing activity - Teacher 
choice (3 - 5 minutes) 
Review -(Previous lesson review) 
Procedures 
209 
Distribute paper and pencils to students. 
Distribute to each student her or his packet with 
revisions they have made to the first draft 
of their essays. 
Directions: Today, you will be writing your 
final draft of your persuasive essay 
to hand in. Make any changes in 
your first draft that you think will 
improve your writing, and then write 
a final draft to hand in. Be 
prepared to hand in your first draft 
with your final draft. You will 
have 30 minutes to make additional 
changes and write a final draft. 
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Remind students several minutes before the end of 
the period that they must finish their writing. 
Summary 
You have done a good job with your writing and with 
revising your drafts. 
F 
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PERSUASIVE WRITING PROMPT 
Suppose the principal of your school is thinking about 
making the lunch h . . period longer! Te principal needs to 
decide 
Whether a longer lunch period is needed or not. 
Write 
a Paragraph or more that states your position. 
Before you begin to write, think about how long your 
lunch 
Period is now and decide whether it should be longer 
or not. 
Consider any advantages or problems that might 
come up because of the extra lunch time. Finally, consider 
arguments b ·b·1·t· · th ft · a out student responsi 1 i ies in e ca e eria 
ana how that would . . l' d . ·o affect the principa s ecisi n. 
After writing some of your ideas down, write a 
Paragraph or more . ht . that you think mig convince your 




ELEMENTS OF A PERSUASIVE ESSAY 
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Elements of a Persuasive Essay 
1. Statement of a position ( change, maintain, begin some 
action or activity, etc.); 
2. Opening statement(s) that capture your audience and 
make your position clear; 
3. Arguments for your position ( one or two major items) 
with supporting facts or statements, if possible; 
4. Arguments against your position with facts or arguments 
to refute (tell why they are not good arguments) then; 
5. Your strongest argument presented last with facts to 
support it; 
6. Conclude with a final statement of your position and 
why your arguments should persuade your audience to support 
your position. 
Adapted from: Glatthorn, Allan A. (1981). Writing in the 
schools: Improvement through effective leadership. 




EXAMPLES OF WELL-ORGANIZED PERSUASIVE ESSAYS 
PERSUASIVE ESSAY 
(example 1) 
Week-end homework should be abolished. Five days 
devoted to school are enough for the modern teen-ager who 
has many other time-consuming interests. With homework 
scheduled for Saturday and Sunday, when can he find the 
time to help around the house, take in a football or 
baseball game or a good movie, join in family recreation, 
or just relax? Because of all these other activities, 
week-end homework is usually put off until Sunday night. 
As a result, week-end homework is done so poorly that on 
Mondays teachers threaten to fail whole classes of students 
who haven't the haziest notion of what the lesson is about. 
If there we re no homework to haunt week ends, students 
would go to school on Monday well rested and willing to 
work. Teachers, don't you agree? 
Es s ay taken from: Tressler , J. C., & Christ, H. I. 
(1960). English in action (Seve nth e dition). Boston MA: 
D. C. He ath and Company. 
PERSUASIVE ESSAY 
(example 2) 
At all times household work is the responsibility of 
women. When they are working outside the home they must 
somehow manage to get both outside job and housework done 
(or they supervise a substitute for the housework). Women, 
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particularly married women with children, who work outside 
the home simply do two jobs; their participation in the 
labor force is only allowed if they continue to fulfill 
their first responsibility in the home. This is 
particularly evident in countries like Russia and those in 
Eastern Europe where expanded opportunities for women in 
the labor force have not brought about a corresponding 
expansion in their liberty. Equal access to jobs outside 
the home, while one of the preconditions for women's 
liberation, will not in itself be sufficient to have 
equality for women; as long as work in the home remains a 
matter of private production and is the responsibility of 
women, they will simply carry a double work-load. 
-Margaret Benston 
Essay taken from: Gerber, P. L., Battles,H. K., & Haider, 
N. L. (1979). Effective English handbook (Teacher 




Television news needs more real reporters and fewer 
news readers. Too many newscasters prefer to show the 
public what nice people they are by exchanging personal 
comments with the sports reporter, the weather forecaster, 
and the anchorperson. Precious air time is wasted in so 
doing. It is not bad enough that few news stories last 
longer than thirty seconds and practically none more than a 
minute, but personal comments on non-news subjects cut down 
news time even further. Television news personnel have 
become show-people, and the public's "right to know" is 
being shortchanged. 
The hiring practices of many stations encourage this 
non-news approach to reporting. News directors seek out the 
interesting new face of the dazzling personality rather 
than the experienced reporter who could do a better, though 
less flashy, job. 
TV news should be regarded solely as a public service, 
not just another hepped up and star-studded show to win the 
war of the TV ratings. 
Essay taken from: Haider, N. L., Pannwitt, B. & Ley, T. c. 
(1979). English in action (Teacher edition) p. 360. 
Morristown NJ: Silver Burdett Company. 
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REVISION GUIDE SHEET 
Directions: Use this guide sheet as you consider changes 
you might make during the r e vision of your drafts. 




During revision, additions usually include editing 
changes (capitalization, punctuation, spelling), words 
added, phrases added, sentences added and paragraphs added. 
Deletions: 
During revision, deletions usually include editing 
changes (capitalization, punctuation, spelling), words 
deleted, phrases deleted, sentences deleted and paragraphs 
deleted. Some or all of these may be necessary as you 
revise your writing drafts. 
Substitutions: 
During revision, substitutions usually include editing 
changes (capitalization, punctuation, spelling), word 
substitution, phrase substitution, sentence substitution 
and paragraph substitution. Some or all of these may be 
necessary as you revise your writing drafts. 
Rearrangements: 
During revision, rearrangements usually include word 
rearrangement, sentence rearrangement and paragraph 
rearrangement. Some or all of these may be necessary as 
you revise your writing drafts. 
Adapted from: Sommers, N. I. (1978). Revision in the 
compo~ing process: A case study of college freshmen and 
experienced adult writers. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Boston University. 
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PEER RESPONSE SHEET 
Small- Group Peer Revision Worksheet 
PERSUASIVE 
222 
Directions: Read your partner's essay carefully and 
then fill in this worksheet. Remember, you are trying to 
help your partner improve and your partner will also be 
helping you. You will exchange worksheets, discuss 
possible changes and then prepare to write a final revised 
draft. 
1 . What did you think was best about the essay? (Your 
opinion) 
2. Rate each section or part of the essay from Oto 4. 
0 is for missing parts. 4 is the best score(excellent). 
Statement of a position or needed change 
Opening statement(s) 
Arguments (For) with supporting facts 
Arguments (Against) with rebuttal 
Strongest argument with supporting facts 
Conclusion supporting/restating the position 
3. Make a suggestion for improvement for each section 
rated less than a "4". 
4. Are the points made in the essay good arguments? __ 
s. Does the essay seem to be persuading enough to cause 
change? 
6. Are all sentences complete sentences? (Look again) 
7. Are there any spelling errors? (Look again) 
From: Board of Education of Charles County. 











For the next three days we are going to work with your 
Writing, especially revision. It is very important for you 
to Pay close attention to all directions and to think of 
revision as a step that will help to improve your writing. 
During the next three days, you will be asked to write a 
first draft of a persuasive essay, you will receive certain 
directions about revision, and then you will be asked to 
Write a revised final draft of your work. Each of you have 
many good writing abilities and skills, so plan to do the 
best you can! 
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APPENDIX M 
PERSUASIVE WRITING REVISION PRACTICE EXAMPLE 
PROMPT: 
PERSUASIVE WRITING 
REVISION PRACTICE EXAMPLE 
Take a position or view about whether or not 
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funding for the space program should be reduced, and write 
a letter to a senator suppporting that position. 
(How can we revise this example?) 
Dear Senator, 
I think we should give funds to 
the Space program, but I do feel 
we have many problems already 
that we need to look out. 
I dont think we should leave 
unfinished problems behind. 
I think the space program should 
work toward colonies but we shouldnt 
goahead until we are ok here on 
ourown planet. 
PROMPT: Write a letter to your principal to persuade 
her/him of one thing you think should be changed, how to 
bring about the change, and how the school will be improved 
by it. 
(How can we revise this example?) 
Jack Johnsson 
Have more activities like more clubs 
more space for the playground better 
food and bigger rooms. That might 
help a little. You should have sales 
to raise more money for school 
More field trips. Have a school meeting. 
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TEACHER DIRECTION AND INFORMATION SHEET 
I. Please assign each student an identification number: 
For the Direct Instruction class 
For the Small Group Peer Response class 
For the Control Group class 
Please keep this information in your 
grade/attendance book or on a separate sheet so that you 
may identify students. Student names must not be on any 
student materials or work. ID numbers should be on all 
student work. 
II. Please try to give grade rewards for participation in 
this activity. 
III. Tell students that all papers will be read, although 
they may not be returned. 
IV. Some adjustments may be needed as you follow the 
scripted lessons, but please follow the script as closely 
as possible. 
V. First drafts will be copied and the copies returned 
to the students to revise. 
VI. Call if any problems come up - (H) 743-7043 
(W) 645-1334 
Thank you for even considering to help with this proj e ct, 
and thanks for all of your time. 
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